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H E following Diſcourſes contain a full and Diſtintt An- 
F- ſwer to the late Dialogues of T. G. wherein the Reader 
may perceive what an eaſy Victory, Truth, when it ſtands 
its Ground, will obtain over Wit and Subtilty. When the Man who 
fell in the Olympick Games endeavoured by his Eloquence to per- 
ſuade the Spectators he was never down, it is poſſible he might meet with 
ſome weak, and others partial enough to believe him; but the Judges 
could not but ſmile at their folly who did not diſcern the difference be- 
tween the firmneſs of the ones ſtanding and the others artificial riſing; 
the one might ſhew more art and dexterity, but the other had more 
ſtrength, or ſome other advantage. I ſhall leave the Reader to judge 
in theſe Combats who maintains his Ground beſt, and who ſeeks chiefly 
to avoid the diſreputation of loſmg it. He that keeps cloſe to his 
 Adverſary, declines no difficulty , uſes no reproachful language, or 
diſingenuous dealing, hath certainly greater aſſurance of the Good- 
neſs of his Cauſe, and more Hopes to prevail, than be that ſtudies 
for Shifts and Evaſions, avoids the ſtrongeſt Arguments, and flies out 
into Impertinent Cavils, and Perſonal Reflections ; which are great 
Signs that the Man is conſcious of the Badneſs of his Cauſe, and de- 
ſpairs of Succeſs by any other Means. And the Author of theſe Diſ- 
courſes deſires that his adverſary and himſelf may ſtand or fall-accord- 
ing to theſe Meaſures. 
As to the manner of Writing here uſed, viz. by way of Dialogue, 
it is that which his Adverſary led him to; and poſſibly, where the De- 
cency of it is wellobſerved, it may make Controverſy go down more plea- 
Jantly than otherwiſe it would. For there appears more Life and Vi- 
gor in a Diſcourſe carried on by ſeveral Perſons of different Humours 
and Opinions, than in one continued deduction of Reaſon. And the 
Author declares he intended no Reflection on any Sober Party of Men 
among us in the Repreſentation made of the Army-Chaplain, who | 
| bears the Third Part in the Conferences; but only to ſhew the Ad- 
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van tage the Popiſh Party takes from the Weak and Peeviſh Excepti- 

ons which ſome Men have made againſt the Church of England , 
and how they inſinuate themſelves into them on the account of their 
Prejudices againſt it, and have made uſe of their Indiſcreet Zeal to 
compaſs their own Ends. 95 

Which is ſo far from being a Romance or Fiction, that beſides 
the Footſteps which may be yet traced of theſe Tranſactions, by the 
Means and Inſtruments which were employ d about them; we find that 
one of the moſt Buſy Factors of the Roman-Church, when he moſt 
confidently deny d the other Parts of the late Horrid Deſign, did not 
ſlick to avow and own this, That they did hope to prevail at laſt by 
joining their Strength with the Obſtinate Diſſenters in procuring a 
General Toleration ; which was all the Viſible Deſign they were carry- - 
ing on when theſe Diſcourſes were written: Since which the face of 
Things have been ſo much alter d among us, and the Times appear d 
fo buſy and dangerous, that it was thought more adviſable to reſpite 
the Publiſhing of theſe Controverſial Diſcourſes till Mens Minds were 
a little calmed , leſt the Author of them ſhould ſeem guilty of the In- 
pertinent Diligence of Archimedes, viz. of drawing Lines in the 
Duſt, when the Enemy was ready to deſtroy us. at 

Had the Author had any Occaſion to have run away from the Ar- 
gument under debate between him and his Adverſary, be did not want 
a Fair Opportunity in the preſent State of Things, to have put him in 
mind of ſomething very different from an Irenicum. But he deſired 
me to acquaint the Reader that he does ſo perfectiy abhor this Imper- 
tinent and Diſmgenuous Way of Writing, eſpecially about Matters of 
Religion, that he could neither be provoł d nor tempted to it, no not 
by fo great and freſh an Example as he had all along before his Hes. 


May that Wiſe and Gracious God, who hath hitherto de- 
feated the Cruel and Malicious Deſigus of our Church's 
Enemies , ftill preſerve it under the Shadow of his Wings, - 
and continue it a Praiſe in the Earth. 
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Firſt Conference, 


Concerning the Senſe of the Church of EN AN p, 
about the Idolatry of the Church of ROME. 


OV are well met at this Auction of Books; E 
have been preſent at many of them beyond Sea; 
but I never was at one in England before. How 
go the Prices of Books here? | 

Fan. Ch. Very dear methinks, by the Books I 

have bought; but T find they are ſo catched up by our Brethren, that 

if we will have them, we mult pay dear for them. 

R. P. May I know what they are, Sir? | | 

F. C. Only ſome few choice Pieces which J have picked out of this 
great Catalogue ; ſuch as, Nepthali or the Groanings of the Church of 
Scotland ; Cooks Monarchy no Creature of God's making ; but the things 
I moſt value are the Pamphlets, ſuch as Sermons before the Long Parlia- 
ment in ſeveral Volumes. And a rare Collectiůon of Authors about Liberty 
of Conſcience. | 

R. P. Are there ſo many Books to be had about Liberty of Conſcience? 

F. C. Yes; a great many have written for and againſt it. 

R. P. Who are they who have written for it? 

F.C. To tell you the truth, ſome of the ſame who wrote againſt it 
heretofore; but they are now more enlightned ; as thoſe who wrote 
againſt Separation when time was, are now the greateſt Advocates for 
it. For, there are ſome providential Truths, which vary according to 
Circumſtances. Do not we ſee the Papiſts, who were thought the 
greateſt Enemies to Toleration in the World, now plead moſt vehement- 
ly for it? and are even angry with us for not acting ſufficiently in this 
Cauſe againſt the Church of England. But becauſe I take you for a 
Friend by your enquiring after theſe Books, T muſt tell you, it is yet a 
diſputable Point among us, how far we may joyn with Antichriſt, to 
promote the Intereſt of Chriſt: And ſome inſiſt on that Place to prove 
the Unlawtulneſs of it, Be ye not unegually yoked; others again prove it 
lawful, becauſe it is ſaid, Tet not altogether with the Fornicators of this 
World — or with Ilolaters: M hence they obſerve, that they may joyn 
with them in ſome Things, or for ſome Ends; but not altogether , i. e. 
they muſt not joyn with them in their 7dolatries, but they may againſt 
the Church of England. 

R. P. This is too publick a Place to talk of theſe Matters in; but may 
we not withdraw into the next Room; for J have a great Mind [to ſet 
you right in this main Point of preſent Concernment. And if the Pa- 

piſts ſhould be found not to be 7dolaters, a great Part of your Difficulty 
is gone. Do you think, it is not fit for you to be better informed in 
this Matter, when a Thing of ſo great Conſequence depends upon it, 

as your Deliverance from the Perſecuticn of the Church of r 
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which you know, we have all ſighed and groaned for, a long time. Tt 
is in vain for any of you to expect Favour from thence, as long as ſhe 
is able to ſtand. For if the Biſhops were never ſo much inclined to it, 
how could they poſſibly give eaſe to you without deſtroying themſelves? 
And ſince the diſſenting Parties are ſo different among themſelves in their 
Light and Attainments, it is impoſſible to pleaſe any one Party, with- 
out diſpleaſing all the reſt. Comprehenſion is a mere Snare and Temptation 
to the Brethren, being a Deſign to prefer ſome, and to leave the reſt in 
the Lurch. Let us all joyn our Strengths together , to pull down this 
Church of England, and then, though there be a Xing in Iſrael, every 
one may do what ſeemeth good in his own Eyes. 

E. C. I doubt you are not well ſeen in Scripture ; for the Text is, In 
thoſe Days there was no King in Iſrael, and every one did what ſeemed good 
in his own Eyes : Whence you may obſerve a ſpecial Hint by the by, 
that Toleration agrees beſt with a Common-wealth, But this to your ſelf: 
and you might juſtly wonder at this Freedom with you; but that I re- 
member you many Years ago, when you and I preached up the Fiſth 
Monarchy together in the Army. Thoſe were glorious Days! Ah the 
Liberty we then enjoyed! Did we then think, the good Old Cauſe would 
ever have ended thus? Well! It is good to be ſilent in bad Times. But 
methinks you and I however may retire and talk over Old Stories, and 
refreſh our Memories with former Out-goings together. For here is 
little at preſent for us to do. 

R. P. Whereabouts are they now in the Catalogue? 

Z. C. Among the Fathers; thoſe Old Teſtament Divines. What Lights 
have we ſeen ſince their Days! We need not trouble our ſelyes about 
them. But I obſerve the Church of England Men buy them up at any 
Rate. What Prices do they give for a Juſtin Martyr, or Fpiphanius or 
Philo, who they ſay was a mere Few? How muſt they ſtarve their Peo- 
ple with the Divinity of theſe Men? How much of the good Divinity of 
the late Times might they have for the Money? We cannot but pi 


t 
their Blindneſs. But I ſee we cannot be here fo private as we wilted, 


for yonder ſits a Divine of the Church of England, who T ſuppoſe, is the 


Perſon who bought ſo many Fathers at the laſt Audlion, as though he 


had a Mind to write againſt the Papiſts. 

R. P. Sit you by a while; and we will talk of our Matters another 
time. I have been much abroad ſince you and J were firſt acquainted, 
and have lately brought over a new Book from Paris. You ſhall ſee 
how I will handle him; and if you will put in upon Occaſion, you 


ſhall find by this Experiment, what Succeſs our united Forces would 


have againſt the Church of England. 


F. C. Do you begin; and you ſhall ſee how I will ſecond you, when 
Occaſion offers it ſelf. | 

R. P. Sir, I perceive the Divines of the Church of England, do buy 
up the Fathers very much at Auctions. IT wonder that any who read the 
Fathers can be tor the Church of England. 

Pr. Div. And I do more wonder at you for ſaying ſo. For therefore 
we are for the Church of England, becauſe we read both Scripture and 
Fathers. | 


R. P. To what Purpoſe is all this Charge and Pains, if there be an 
Infallible Church? 


P. D. Therefore to good Purpoſe; becauſe there is no one Church in- 


fallible. 
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R. P. Is there not a Catholic Church ? 

P. D. Do you think J have forgotten my Creed: 

R. P. Which is that Catholick Church? | | 

p. D. Which of all the Parts is the Whole ? Is that your wiſe Queſtion? 
Do not you know the Chriſtian Church hath been broken into different 
Communions ever ſince the Four General Councils, and continues ſo to 
this Day 2 What do you mean by the Catholick Church: 
R. P. I mean the Church of Rome. 

P. D. Then you ask me, which is the Church of Rome? But what 
need you ask that, ſince you know it already ? 

R. P. But the Roman Church is the Catholick Church. 


P. D. You may as well ſay, London is England, or England the World. 


And why may not we call England the World, becauſe the reſt of the 


World is divided from it ; as you the Roman Church the Catholick Church, 
becauſe the other Churches are ſeperated in Communion from it? 


R. P. I mean the Roman Church is the Head and Fountain of Catholick 


Doctrine; and other Churches are pure and ſound, as they do agree with 
it. | 

P. D. Your Propoſition is not ſo ſelf-evident, that the bare knowing 
your meaning, muſt make me aſſent. I pray firſt prove what you ſay, 
before I yield. 

R. P. Was not the Church of Rome once a Sound and Catholick Church: 
P. D. What then? ſo was the Church of Feruſalem, of Antioch and 


Alexandria; and ſo were the Seven Churches of Aa. Were all theſe 
Heads and Fountains too? | 


R. P. But S. Paul ſpeaks of the Church of Rome. 

P. D. He doth ſo; but not much to her Comfort; for he ſuppoſes ſhe 
may be broken off through Unbelief, as well as any other Church. 

R. P. Doth not S. Paul ſay, that the Roman Faith was ſpoken of through- 
out the World ? | 
P. D. What then I beſeech you? Doth it follow that Faith muſt al- 
ways continue the ſame any more than that the Church of Philadelphia 
muſt at this Day be, what it was when S. Fohn wrote thoſe great Com- 
mendations of it? Theſe are ſuch ſlender Proofs that you had as good 
come to downright begging the Cauſe, as pretend to maintain it after 
ſuch a manner. The Faith of Rome was not more ſpoken of in the 4- 
poſtles Days, than its Errors and Corruptions have been ſince. - 

R. P. Theſe are general Words; name me one of thoſe Errors and 
Corruptions. 3 
Pe. D. For this time, I will name the publick and allowed Worſhip of 


your Church, which after all your Shifts and Evaſions I cannot excuſe 
from Idolatry. | 


R. P. How is that? Idolatry? God forbid. I did not expect this 
Charge from a Divine of the Church of England. I was prepared to 
receive it from my old Fanatick Acquaintance here; he would have 
thundered me with the Texts of Antichriſt, and the Whore of Babylon, 
and have quoted half the Book of the Revelations againſt me, before 
this time, if we had not eſpyed you in the Room. But J perceive 
though your Artillery may be different, your Charge is the ſame. I 
pray tell me how long is it ſince you of the Church of England have 
maintained this Charge? For J have been often told, that only one 
late Defender of your Church, hath advanced Two new Charges os 
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the Church of Rome, viz. Fanaticiſm and Idolatry, and that the true Sons 
of the Church of England diſown them both. 

P. D. Whoever told you ſo hath deceived you; but it is not the 
only thing they have deceived you in. I never yet ſaw ſo much as a 
tolerable Anſwer to the Charge of Fanaticiſm. And {or that of 1dolatry, 
the Author you mean, hath proved beyond Contradiction, that it hath 
een managed againſt the Church of Rome, by the greateſt and moſt learned 
Defenders of the Church of England, and the moſt genuine Sons of it, ever 
frace the Reformation. | 

R. P. But have not you ſeen what 7. G. hath ſaid to all that, and 
how he hath ſhewed that his Witneſſes were incompetent ? 

P. D. I have both ſeen and conſider'd all that T. G. hath ſaid, and 
compared it with Dr. Stilling fleet's Reply in the General $4 N to his 
Anſwers. And J muſt declare to you, that if the Senſe of a Church 
may be known by the concurrent Senſe of her moſt eminent Divines, 
or by her moſt Authentick Adds, as by the Book of Homilies, Forms of 


Prayer and Thankſgivings, Rubricks, Injunctions, the Fudgment of Convo- 


cation, even that of M DCXL, Dr. St. hath made it evident, that the 


Charge of JTdolatry is agreeable to the Senſe of the Church of Eng- 


land. | | 
R. P. You thought T. G. would have quitted this Poſt upon Dr. Sts 
ſecond Charge; but you are miſtaken in him; for IJ have brought o- 
ver a Book of Dialogues from Paris, wherein T. G. undertakes again to 


prove this to be only the Charge of Fanaticks, and not of the Church of 


England, nor of the Genuine Sons of it. 


F. C. It is true; we whom you call Fanaticks do charge the Charch 


of Rome, or rather the Synagogue of Antichrift, with Idolatry; for, Is it 
not ſaid, And they Worſhipped the Beaſt > But you muſt know for your 
comfort, that we do likewiſe charge the Church of England with it. For 
what are all their Bowings, and Kneelings, and Croſſings, but vain Tma- 
ginations 2 and the Worlip of them is as bad as the Worſhip of Ima- 
ges. And do not they make an Idol of the Common Prayer? | 
P. D. This is not fair, Gentlemen; but one at once I beſeech 
you. As to your Charge of the Church of England, T ſhall be ready to 
anſwer it, when you can agree to bring it in. I now deſire to know, 
what Evidence 7. G. brings to prove the Charge of Idolatry not to be 
agreeable to the Senſe of the Church of England. Hath he brought o- 
ther Homilies, other Injundtions, other Rubricks, other Convocations, or 
at leaſt other Dzvines, generally received and owned for the Genuine Sons 
of this Church, who have from time to time freed the Chyrch of Rome 
from Idolatry, and looked upon the Charge, not only as unjuſt but pernici- 


ous and deſtructive to the Being of a Church 2 Nay, can he produce 
any one Divine of the Church of England, before the Convocation 


MDCKXL, that ever ſaid any ſuch thing, or did wholly acquit the 
Church of Rome from this Charge? Tf not, let him not think we 
have a new Church made after another Model, and upon newPrinciples, 


or that thoſe can be eſteemed the genuine Sons of it, who contradict . 


the Senſe of the Church ever ſince the Reformation. Tf there be any 
ſuch among us, they ought firſt to be proved to be true Sons of our 
Church, before their Teſtimony be allowed; which if I be not miſta- 


ken, will be much harder, than to prove the Charge of Idolatry to be 


agreeable to the Senſe of it. But what Method doth T. 6. take in this 
Matter 2 


R. P. 
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R. P. T. G. like a wary Man diſputes in Maſquerade. For he doth 
not think fit to appear in his own Perſon ; but he brings in a Conformiſt 
and a Non-conformiſt arguing the Point. And the Conformiſt ſpeaks T. G's 
Senſe in acquitting the Church of Rome; and the Non-conformiſt vindicates 
Dr. St. and makes a pitiful Defence of him. 


P. D. It was very wittily done. And the Scene was well enough laid, 


if the Plot were only to repreſent Dr. St. as a ſecret Enemy to the 


Church of England, as I ſuppoſe it was. But to what purpoſe are all 
thoſe Perſonal Reflections: And ſome repeated over and over, with ſo 


much Appearance of Rancor and Ill Will, as doth not become a Man of a- 
ny common Ingenuity ? Can the Catholict Cauſe be maintained by no o- 


ther Arts than theſe 2 Methinks 7. G. might have let the little 1hiffers 
in Controverſy, ſuch as the Author of the Addreſs to the Parliament, and 


of that precious Pamphlet called Jupiter, Dr. St's Supreme God, &c. to 
have made a Noiſe at they know not what; crying out upon him as an 


Enemy to theChurch of England,(becauſe he defends herCauſe to their great 


Vexation)and as a Friend to Pagan Idolatry, (becauſe he hath laid open the 


Folly of yours.) Theſe are ſuch weak Aſſaults as expoſe your Caule to the 


Contempt of all wiſe Men ; who expect Reaſon ſhould be anſwered with 
Reaſon, and not with Calumnies and Reproaches : Which in my Appre- 
henſion Dr. St. ought to rejoice in as the Marks of Victory; for while 


they have any other Ammunition left, no Enemies will betake them- 


ſelves to Dirt and Stones. When J read through the Firſt Part of T. G's 


Dialogues, and obſerved how induſtriouſly he ſet himſelf to beſpatter his 


| Adverſary, and raked all the Kennels he could for that Purpoſe, (eſpe- 


cially that of the Patronus bong fidei, &c.) I could not but think.of 
an Animal, which being cloſely purſued and in great Danger, gets him- 
ſelf into the moſt convenient Place for Mire and Dirt, and there ſo lays 
about him with his Heels, that no one dares to come near him. Tt was 
certainly with ſome ſuch Deſign that Z. G. hath at laſt taken Sanctua- 
ry in a Bog ; hoping his Adverſary will never purſue him thither. But 


notwithſtanding this Project of his, we will try, whether in ſpite of 


his Heels we cannot bring him to Reaſon. Therefore I pray let us ſet 
aſide all rude and unbecoming Reflections, and calmly conſider, how 
. G. proves that the Charge of Idolatry is not agreeable to the Senſe of 
the Church of England. | e 

R. P. Hold Sir; You are a little too nimble, T. G. faith, bis Inten- 
tion was only to ſhew, that Dr. St. had not ſufficiently proved it to be the 
Senſe of the Church of England, from the Teſtimony he then produced, what= 
ſoever he might or could do from other Acts or Authors of that Church. And 
he elſewhere faith, that T. G. did not diſpute ex profeſſo, whether it 
were the Senſe of the Church of England, that the Church of Rome is guil- 
ty of Idolatry or no > Nor, whether Dr. St. diſſented from the Senſe of his 
Church? but what he undertook to ſhew was no more than that two parts of 
the Authors there cited by the Dr. were Puritans, or Puritanically inclin d, 
by the Confeſſion of other Divines of the Church of England ; and therefore 


according to Dr. St's own Meaſures (if they were good,) their Teſtimonies 


ought to be looked on as incompetent to prove what he aſſerted ; and for the 
other Six, that what they charged with Idolatry, was not the Doctrine of the 
Church of Rome, but 7 things which they conceived to be great Abuſes 
in the Practice of it. And this, he faith, is the true State of that Controverſy. 

P. D. If it be fo, I cry 7. G. Mercy. For, I thought he deſigned to 
prove this Charge of Iaolatry not to be agreeable to the Senſe of the 


Church 
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Church of England. But you fay 7. G. now denies it; and if I were as 
Dr. St. T would thank him for it. For, would any Man ſay this, that 
thought it could ever be proved to be againſt the Senſe of the Church of 
England ? And what could have been more material to his Purpoſe than 
this, if it could have been done? Well fare 7. G's Ingenuity for once! 
that finding it impoſſible to be done, he now denies that he ever attempt- 
ed the doing it. But the firſt Queſtion in a Fray is, how fell they out ? 
we ſhall better judge of 7. G's Deſign by the Occaſion of it. Dr. Sz. 
affirmed that in the Charge of 7dolatry he did not contradict the Senſe 
of the Church of England. Did he, or did he not? If he did not, Dr. 
St. was in the right; If he did, why did not 7. G. ſhew it? But after 
this yielding up the main Point in Effect, it is. eaſy to prove that 7. G. 
did deſign to ſhew, as well as he could, that the Charge of 1dolatry was 
againſt the Senſe of the Church of England; but finding it would not do, 


he now diſowns it. For (1.) Doth not I. G. appeal to the Articles of 


Cath. ns J- 
dol. p. 197. 


the Church of England for the moſt Authentick Declaration of her Senſe: 
and becauſe the Church of Rome is not there charged with 7dolatry, doth 
he not hence diſpute ex Profeſſo, that it was againſt her Senſe ? To what 
Purpoſe was that ingeniousCriticiſm,of being rather repugnant to theWord 
of God ; which he interprets as tho' the Compoſers of our Articles had 
done their Endeavour to find a Command againſt the Worſhip of Images, but 


could not. What do you think of this Argument? what did 7. G. intend 


to prove by it? Is it not as clear as the Sun, that it was to ſhew that 


the Charge of 7dolatry was againſt the Senſe of the Church of England 


Dial.p. 62, 


Preface to 
Cath. no I- 
aol. 


Why then is . G. aſhamed now of it, and denies he had any ſuch De- 
ſign 2 There muſt be ſome more than ordinary Cauſe of a Man's deny- 
ing what he once ſo openly avowed to do. Nay, in theſe very Dialogues, 
after repeating his former words, T. G. faith, Thus clearly hath T. G. 
evinced the Senſe of the Church of England in this matter. Say you o 2 
and yet never deſigned to diſpute ex Profeſſo, whether it were the Senſe 
of the Church of England or not? Who is it, I pray, hath the Knack of 
ſaying, and unſaying; of affirming and denying the very ſame thing in 
a few Leaves ? or did 7. G. never intend any ſuch thing; but the 
Church of England of her own accord, knowing 7. G's good Aﬀections 


to her, ſtept into the Court, and declared her Senſe 2 Have we not the 
beſt natured Church in the World that is ſo kind to her Enemies, and ex- 
preſſeth her Senſe to be on their ſide, whether they will or not? Our 


Church then is like the Countryman's River which comes without cal- 
ling; alas / what need 7. G. diſpute ex Profeſſo, what her Senſe is; ſhe 
offers her own Teſtimony, and deſires to be heard in the Diſpute whether 
I. G. will or not. Let any man judge by theſe Words what T. G's De- 
ſign was then, whatever he thinks fit to own now. (2.) He ſhews, 
That if it had been the Senſe of the Church of England in the Articles, that 
the Church of Rome were guilty of Idolatry in the Worſhip of Images, A- 
doration of the Hoſt, or Invocation of Saints, all thoſe who denied it, would 
have incurred Excommunication ipſo facto, as appears by the Canons. What 
was 7.G's Deſign in this, if it were not to prove the Charge of 7dola- 
try to be againſt the Senſe of the Church of England? Is this only to ſhew 
the Witneſſes Dr. St. produced to be incompetent 2 What a Benefit it is, for 
a Man to forget what he hath no mind to remember ! And then to de- 
ny as ſtoutly as if the thing had never been done. (3.) Is it not 7. G. 
who in Terms aſſerts, That Dr. St. betrayed his Church in advancing ſuch 
a Medium, as contradicts the Senſe of that Church, (mark that.) I is 
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true, he adds, if it be to be taken from the Sentiments of thoſe who are 
eſteemed her true and genuine Sons, Was it T. G's Deſign then, not to 
diſpute what was theSenſe of theChurch of England; vor whether Dr. St. diſ- 
ſented from it 2 Iwill not meddle with that, whether 7. G. be a compe- 
tent Judge who are the true and genuine Sons of the Church of England. 
No doubt, in his Opinion, thoſe who come neareſt the Church of Rome 
are ſuch ; and advance ſuch Speculations as lay the Charge of Schiſm 
at her own Door. But true Sons are no more for laying Diviſion to the 
Charge of their Mother, than the true Mother was for dividing the Son. 
Thoſe are certainly the molt genuine Sons of our Church, who own her 
Doctrine, defend her Principles, conform to her Rules, and are moſt 
ready to maintain her Cauſe againſt all her Enemies. And among theſe 
there is no difference, and there ought to be no diſtincqtion. But if in a- 
ny frame a Church of their own 7eads , without any regard to the Ar- 
3 ticles, Homilies, and current Doctrine of our Church, and yet will call 

that the Church of England, and themſelves the only genuine Sons of it, 
T do not queſtion 7. G. and your Brethren would be glad to have them 


. 
5 


> thought ſo, to leſſen our Number and impair our Intereſt ; but none 
that underſtand and value our Church, will endure ſuch a pernicious 
1 Diſcrimination among the Sons of the ſame Mother; as though ſome 
few were fatally determined to be the Sons of our Church, whatever their 
Z 


Mor fs and Merits were; and others abſolutely caſt of, notwithſtanding 
7 the greateſt Service. I ſhould not mention this, but that J ſee T. G. in- 
> Afinnating all along ſuch a Diſtinction as this; and crying up ſome Per- 
7 ſons on purpoſe as the only genuine Sons of the Church of England, that 
| he might caſt Reproach upon others ; and thereby foment Animoſities 
among Brethren, But whoſe Children thoſe are who do ſo, I leave T. G. 
co conſider. „„ 

4 N. P. Whatever 7. G.'s Intention was, yet you cannot deny that he 
5 hath proved Two parts in Three to be incompetent Witneſſes, according to his 
F own Meaſures. | S if 
 P.D. Not deny it 2 I never ſaw any thing more weakly attempted 
to be proved, as Dr. St. hath ſhewed at large in his Preface. Biſhop 
7 White being rejected as a Puritan, becauſe condemned by that Party. 
"M Biſhop Jewel, becauſe King Charles ſaid he was not infallible. Biſhop 
1 Bilſon, becauſe of his Errors about Civil Government, though a ſtout 
Defender of the Church of England. Biſhop Davenant, becauſe he was 
none of the Fathers. Biſhop Uſher, becauſe his Adverſary gives an ill 
Character of him. By this you may judge, what powerful Exceptions 
T. G. made againſt Two parts in Three of the Witneſſes. | 

FK. P. T. G. faith, That Dr. St. rather waved the Exceptions by pretty |, 2 
facetions Artifices of Wit, than repelled them by a downright Denial, out 
of the Affection Catharinus hopes he bears ſtill to the Cauſe, which had been 
honoured by ſuch Learned and Godly Biſhops as Jewel, Downham, Uſher, 


the two Abbots and Davenant: Which are recorded among the Puritans by 
the Patronus bonx fidei. 5 | 


P. PD. You might as well have quoted Surius & Cochlzus for your 
Church; as this Patronus bonæ fidei for ours. For he is an Hiſtorian 
much of their Size and Credit. But of him we ſhall have occaſion to 
ſpeak hereafter : 7. G. filling Page after Page out of him. Let the 
Reader judge whether Dr. Sz. did not ſhew T. G. s Exceptions to be vain 
and frivolous, and conſequently theſe remain Subſtantial and Competent 
Witneſſes, And as to the Cauſe of the Church of England, which theſe 
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Dial.p.14. 


Dial p. 15. 


learned and pious Prelates defended and honoured, Dr. St. will rejoice to 
be joined with them, though it be in ſuffering Reproach for the ſake of 
It. | 

R. P. Let us paſs over theſe ſingle Teſtimonies, and come to the moſt 
material Proofs which D. St. uſed, and 7. G. declares, he is not yet con- 
Hons them; that the Charge of Idolatry was the Senſe of the Church of 
England. | 

2 D. With all my heart. The Firſt was from the Book of Homiles, 
not barely allowed, but ſubſcribed to, as containing godly and whol- 
ſome Doctrine very neceſſary for theſe times; which owns this Charge 
of Idolatry not in any doubtful, or ſingle Paſſage, but in an elaborate 
Diſcourſe intended for the Teachers, as well as the People. To which 
he added, that the Doctrine of the Homilies is allowed in the Thirty 
nine Articles ; which were approved by the Queen ; confirmed by the 
Subſcription of both Houſes of Convocation, A.D. 1571. And therefore he 
deſires 7. G. to reſolve him, whether Men of any common Underſtand- 
ing would have ſubſcribed to the Book of Homilies in this manner, if 
they had believed the main Doctrine and Deſign of one of them had 
been falſe and pernicious ? If, faith he, any of the Biſhops had at that 
time thought the Charge of Idolatry unjuſt , and that it had ſubverted 
the Foundation of Eccleſiaſtical Authority, would they have inſerted 
this into the Articles, when it was in their Power to have left it out:? 
And that the Homilies contained a wholeſome and godly Doctrine, 
which in their Conſciences they believed to be falſe and pernicious? He 
might as well think, he faith, that the Council of Trent would have al- 
lowed Calvin's Inſtitutions, as containing a wholeſome and godly Doctrine, as 
that Men ſo perſuaded would have allowed the Zomily againſt the peril 
of Ilolatry. And how is it poſſible to underſtand the Senſe of our Church 
better, than by ſuch Publick and Authentick Acts of it, which all Per- 


ſons, who arc in any Place of Truſt in the Church, muſt ſubſcribe and 


declare their Approbation of? This Homily hath ſtill continued the 
ſame, the Articles the very ſame, and if ſo, they muſt acknowledge this 
hath been and is to this Day the Senſe of our Church. And to what 
Z. G. ſaith , that this. doth not evince every particular Dottrine contained in 
the Homilies to be godly and wholeſome, becauſe the whole Book is ſubſcribed 
to as containing ſuch Doctrine; he anſwers, that there is a great deal of 
Difference to be made between ſome particular Paſſages and Expreſſions 


in theſe Homilies, and the main Doctrine and Deſign of a whole Homi- 


ly: And between ſubſcribing to a whole Book as containing godly and 
wholſome Doctrine, though Men be not ſo certain of the Truth of 
every Paſſage in it; and if they are convinced that any Doctrine con- 
tained in it is falſe and pernicious. Now thoſe who deny the Church 
of Rome to be guilty of Idolatry do not only look on the Charge as 
falſe, but as of dangerous Conſequence; and therefore ſuch a Subſcripti- 
on would be ſhuffling and diſhoneſt. From theſe things laid together, 
in my mind Dr. St. hath not only clearly proved that the Charge of J. 
clolatry was not only owned by the Compoſers of the Homilies, but by 
all who have honeſtly ſubſcribed to the Articles from that time to our 
oc And I would be glad to hear what Anſwer 7. G. gives to all 

this. 
R. P. He anſwers, firſt by repeating what he ſaid before; and then 
by ſhewing that Subſeription is no good Argument, conſidering what 2 
een 
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been done and undone in that kind in the Reigns of A. Henry VIII. Ed- 
ward VI. Q. Mary, and Q. Elizabeth, not to ſpeak of latter Times. | 
P. D. What is this, but in plain Terms to ſay the Subſcribers of our 
Articles were Men of no Honeſty or Conſcience; but would ſay or un- 
ſay, ſubſcribe one thing or another as it ſerved their turn ? If this be 
his way of defending our Church, we ſhall deſire him to defend his own. 
But yet, this doth not reach home to the Doctors Argument, which pro- 
ceeded not merely on their Honeſty , but their having common Under: 
ſtanding. For here was no Force or Violence offered them, they had 
the full Power to conſider the Articles, and to compoſe the Homilies; 
and would Men of common Senſe putin things againſt their own Minds, 
and make, and approve, and recommend Homilies which they did not 
believe themſelves? This evidently proves the Compoſers of the HFomi- 
lies, and Convocation at that time, did approve the Doctrine of theſe Ho- 
milies, for it was in their Power not to have paſſed them. Thus far it 
is plain that was the Doctrine of the Church then; and why ſhould we 
ſuppoſe any Subſcribers to take them in any other Senſe, than the 
Church did then mean them? Nay, Dr. St. challenged him, to pro- 
duce any one Divine of our Church, who through the long Reign of 
Q. Elizabeth did ſo much as once queſtion the Truth of this Charge. 
Doth 7. G. upon ſo long Conſideration of this Matter, name any: 

R. P. Not any that I find. | | | 

P. D. But that will be beſt ſeen by conſidering Dr. St. s Second Ar- 
gument of the Senſe of the Church of England in this matter, viz. from 
the current Doctrine of the Church ever ſince the Reformation; the In- 
junctions of Edward VI. of Cranmer , of Q. Elizabeth; the Form of 
Thankſgiving, A. D. 1594 | 

R. P. To this . G. anſwers, That this was a Heat in the Beginning of Dial. p. 17, 
the Reformation; but after the Crown was ſettled upon H. James, © whoſe 
Title was unqueſtionable both at Rome, (at Home J ſuppoſe he means) 
and abroad, the dangerous Conſequences of the Charge of Idolatry, began to 
be more calmly and maturely confidered ; and were ſo throughly weighed in the 
time of A. Charles I. that as Heylin ſaith, BiſhopLaud hindred the reprint- 
ing the Books containing Calvinian Doctrines. Which evidently ſhews, 
faith he, That that Party never looked upon the Expreſſions of Idolatry con- 
tained in thoſe Inj unctions, as the Dogmatical Senſe of the Church of Eng- 
land. 

P. D. A very likely Story! that our Church ſhould vary in its Do- 
ctrine, becauſe H. James his Title to the Crown was unqueſtionable. It 
ſeems before, the Church of Rome was guilty of Idolatry, becauſe Q. 
Elizabeth's Title was not owned by the Pope. What a fine Inſinuation 
is couched under all this > Vix. That our Charch depended wholy on 
the Queen's Pleaſure, and fitted Her Doctrines to ſerve Her Turn; and 
when that was over, the Tide turned, and that was pernicious Doctrine 
now, which was wholſome before; and wholſome now, which was 
pernicious before: And yet there were the ſame Articles, the ſame Ho- 
milies, the ſame Subſcriptions which were before. + 8 

R. P. But he quotes a Doctor of your own Church for what he faith, 

P. Heylin, and delivers it in his Words. . 

P. D. P. Heylin ſpeaks not one Word in that Place of the Charge of % 47 
Idolatry; ( although 7. 6. ſeems to repreſent it ſo) but of thoſe who re- 1 El. 
viled the Church of Rome it ſelf, and all the Divine Offices, Ceremonies, 
and Performances of it. Which it is plain, he there ſpeaks of the Gene- 

C . vdiian 
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vian Party; for but juſt before he mentions the Geneva Bille, and the 
dangerous Poſitions contained in the Annotations printed with it. Now 
theſe Perſons, whom he there ſpeaks of, looked upon the Church of 
Rome as a mere Synagogue of Satan, and no true Church; and all the Ofm- 
ces and Ceremonies of it to be ſo defiled, that 20 Uſe could be made 
of them; and on that Account they rejected our Liturgy and Ceremonies, 
as taken from the Charch of Rome. Although therefore, ſaith he, Q. 
Elizabeth might ſuffer ſuch things to be printed in her time; yet B. Laud 
would not allow the reprinting of them; becauſe Q. Elizabeth might out 
of State Policy ſuffer the violent Tranſports of irregular Zeal, by rea- 
ſon of her perſonal Quarrels with the Pope; yet now thoſe Reaſons be- 
ing over, B. Laud would not ſuffer them to come abroad again. But 
that this Expreſſion cannot be underſtood of the Charge of 7dol/atry, I 
prove by theſe Arguments. (I.) P. Heylin himſelf preaching before 
K. Charles I. and Archbiſhop Laud, did in plain Terms charge the Wor- 
ſhip of Images with moſt groſs Idolatry, as appears by the Words cited 
at large in Dr. Sf. s general Preface. What faith 7. G. to this? 

R. P. I do not find a particular Anſwer to this; but J ſuppoſe he rec- 
kons him with thoſe Six of whom he ſaith, That they do not charge the 

p. 34. Church of Rome it ſelf, but the Opinions of School Divines and Abuſes in 

Practice. | | 

P. D. That cannot be, for P. Heylin goes farther ; ſaying, That they, 
who obſerve the manner of their Worſhip of Images, with what Pilgrimages, 
Proceſſions, Offerings, with what Aﬀetttaions, Prayers, and humble Bendings 
of the Body they have been, and are worſhipped in the Church of Rome, 
might ver eafily conceive, that ſhe was once again relapſed into her ancient 
Paganiſm. | | 


R. P. He faith, They might conceive ſo ; but he doth not ſay, they 
might j»/ly conceive ſo. 8 


P. D. This is very ſubtle, and like 7. G. himſelf. But I pray obſerve, þ 
P. Heylin, when he gives an Account of the Worſhip of Images, faith , | 
When the Doctrine, which firſt began in the Schools, came to its Growth, 
what Fruits could it bear, but moſt groſs Idolatry , greater than which , was 
never known among the Gentiles > Mark that for your Satisfaction. What 
Fruit could the Doctrine bear, and that after it came out of the Schools to 
its Growth. And when he ſaith, They might conceive that Rome was once 
again relapſed into her ancient Paganiſm : The meaning is, Thoſe that ſaw 
their Worſhip of Images in modern Rome, and compared it with what 
was done in old Rome, would ſee no Difference; the Idolatry was fo 
groſs in both, that if there were nothing elſe to make a Diſtinction, a 
Man might eaſily conceive Rome was relapſed into her Ancient Paganiſm. 
R. P. But what other Argument have you to prove that P. Heylin 
could not ſpeak this of the Charge of Idolatry? 
P. D. Becauſe in his Introduction he owns the Doctrine of the Homilies 
Neceſſary 5 to this Point of 7dolatry; and that the Compilers of the Homilies 
Introd. to were the more earneſt i» this Point of removing or excluding Images, the 
* better to wean the People from the Sin of Idelatry, in which they had been 
2 14. trained up from their very Infancy. And after, he adds, the People of this 
laſt Age, being ſufficiently inſtructed in the Unlawfulneſs of worſhipping ſuch 
painted Images, they may be lawfully uſed in Churches, without Fear of Ido- 
latry. What can this ſignifie, if he did not take the Worſhip of Images 
to be Zdolatry? And therefore he could not look upon this as a Heat in 
the Beginning of the Reformation; and which was quite ſpent in the ms 
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of B. Laud f ſince not only P. Heylin, but the Archbiſhop himſelf aith, 


that the Modern Church of Rome is too like Paganiſm in the Wor ſhip of Ima- confe- 


—— 


ges, and driven to ſcarce intelligible Subtilties, in her Servants Writings that N 


0 9 | Fiſber. p. 
defend it ; and this without any Care had of Millions of Souls unable to un- 477. 


derſtand her Subtilties or ſhun her Practice. And in his Defence againſt 
the Charge of the Commons, he ſaid, That he had written againſt the A- 


doration and ſuperſtitious Uſe of Images as fully as any Man whatſoever. Hiſtem of 


: s N | his Tryal. 
What think you now Sir? was this a Heat in the Beginning of the Re- p. * 


formation; and when Men in Archbiſhop Laud's time, more duly weigh- 
ed the Conſequences of this Charge, they grew both cooler and wiſer ? 
What Evidence doth Z. G. produce for this? When the very Perſon he 
produces for it, is ſo far from it, that he faith the contrary ; and are we 
not like to meet with very hopeful Demonſtrations in the. Sczentifical 
Way from him? But I have one Argument yet more, to prove there 
was no ſuch Change as to this Matter, in Archbiſhop Layd'stime ; which 
is from the Convocation, A. D. 1640. wherein no one queſtions the In- 
fluence and Direction of Archbiſhop Land, and the Concurrence of thoſe 


of his Party, as 7. G. calls them; and yet in that very Book of P. Hey- «,,, jug. 
lin's, he might have ſeen that Canon, wherein they acknowledge the V b. 435. 


dolatry of the Maſs: And 7. G. could not pretend any Ignorance of this; 
for Dr. St. had quoted this very Canon to this Purpoſe, to ſhew that this 
was the Senſe of 4rchbiſhops, Biſhops and Clergy in Convocation ſo lately; 
and ſo long after the firſt Heats of the Reformation. But what Anſwer 


doth 7. G. give to this, which is ſo material a, Teſtimony , and ſo de- 
ſtructive to all he faith, upon this matter? 


R. P. I do not remember he takes notice of it; but if you pleaſe I 


will look, for I have his Book about me. | 
P. D. Not take Notice of it ? Tt is impoſſible. What! doth he pre- 
tend to anſwer, and paſs by the plaineſt and ſtrongeſt Arguments, as if 
they had never been brought? This is a very Satisfactory Way of an- 
ſwering, and becoming the Ingenuity of 7. G. But I pray Sir look again, 
I am afraid you wrong him. I ſuppoſe you never read Dr. St. s Books, 
but only the A»/wers to them; and then I do not wonder you applaud 
the Anſwers, if they leave out the hardeſt Arguments. 
R. P. You have a little ſtartled me with this Omiſſion: I have turn'd 
over all the Leaves, which relate to this matter , very carefully, and I 


cannot find One Word about it; ſurely it was an involuntary Omiſ- 
ſion. 3 


P. D. How could that be involuntary, when it was produced and 


urged with great Force, to ſhew that this was no Puritanical Charge; no 
Heat at the Beginning of the Reformation; no private Opinion of parti- 
cular Perſons, but the Seyſe of our whole Church repreſentative, even in 
A. D. 1640. | . 


R. P. I conſeſs, I know not what to ſay more for him, but that it 


was an Omiſſion. | 3 

P. D. No Sir, that is not all; for there is a Fault of Commiſion too; 
for he doth not only leave out this, but he advances an Hypotheſes, 
which he might eaſily ſee the Falſhood of, from this ſingle Teſtimony ; 
uz. that the Charge of 7dolatry was only a Heat in the Beginning of the 
Reformation, which was diſawned in the Time of A. Charles and Archbiſhop 
Laud ; when at the ſame time he could not but ſee the plaineſt Evidence 
to the contrary by the Convocation of A. D. 1640. Is your Cauſe to be 
ſupported only by ſuch Tricks as ow” 3 
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Tragical upon ſuch flight Occaſtons; and flinging and laying about him un- 
reaſonably for a thing of nothing; as when 7. G. miſtook Robert Abbot 
e e ß bo 

P. D. Call you this a thing of nothing? Methinks it is rather making 
nothing of a very ſubſtantial hing. As to the other Miſtake, 1 fuppoſe 
we ſhall hear of it e're long. I pray let us proceed in Order. 7 
Ne. P. Dr. St. third Argument is from the Rubrick at the End of the 
Communion ; the Words are theſe, Whereas it is prdained in this Office, for 
the Adminiſtration of the Lords Supper ; that the Communicants ſhall receive 
the ſame kneeling. 5 335 

F. C. Hold Kere T pray; what! receive the Communion kneeling! Give 
me leave to-come in now; for I perceive you are hard preſſed, and we 
ought to give friendly Aſſiſtance to one another againſt theſe Church-of- 
England-men ; and therefore TI will prove them guilty of Zdolatry in re- 
ceiving the Sacrament kneeling. 5 l 

P. P. This will be a Digreſſion; but T always owe ſo much Service 
to the Church of England, as to be ready to defend it from ſo unjuſt a 
Charge; therefore to your Buſineſs. | | | | | 

F. C. Mr. Caſe in his Sermon before the Long Parliament at a General 
Faſt, on ſuch a Day faith thus —=— | | 
Pi. D. I pray, Sir, ſpeak to the Point: T am not now at leifure to 
hear Mr. Caſe's Sermon repeated. 8 

F. C. J hope you will not interrupt me. | py 
Pe. D. Not, when you ſpeak to the Buſineſs : Do you underſtand what 

Hdolatry is? | X 

F. C. That is a Queſtion to be asked indeed; as though I did not 
know what the Cup of Fornication means, that is Idolatry ; and to bow at 
the Name of Feſus, and to bow to the Altar, that is Idolatry; do you 
think T do not know what Iablatry is: Methinks you ſhould have more 
Reverence for a Man of my Years, than to ask me ſuch a ſawey Que- 
ſtion; have I preached this Thirty Years and more in the Army, and 
in private Congregations, and live to be asked ſuch a Queſtion by you: 
Sir, I knew what Jdo/atry was before you were born. 

P. D. Then I hope you can tell me, now I am of Age to underſtand 
it. 8 
F. C. Why, have I not told you already 
P. D. I pray, Sir, let us talk calmly, and underſtand one another; 
which we ſhall never do unleſs we agree what is Idolatry. I pray give 
me the Definition of it. | | 

F.C. The Deffnition! When I was a young Man as you are, I had as 
many Definitions in my Head as any Body ; but we that are upon con- 
ſtant Duties of another Nature cannot trouble our Heads with Definiti- 
ons, or ſuch idle Notions. But alas! we grow old, and ſuch things are 
' ſoon forgotten. I remember in my younger Days, I read Bucanus, Po- 
lanus, and Ameſius; nay, there was not a good Syſtem of Orthodox Divi- 
ity to be had, but J read it, and noted it: But T loſt my Notes in the time 
of the Wars, and could never recover them. | : 5 0 

P. D. This is a little off from our Buſineſs; T hope you are better at 
Application of the Point, than at Explication of it. What is it in the 
Church of England you do charge with 1dolatzy ? | 

F.C. Kneeling at the Sacrament. 

P. D. For what Reaſon 2 


F OH 
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F. C. Stay a little: I thought J had my Arguments at my Fingers 
Ends; but ſee how ſtrangely good things ſlip out of our Memories! But 
now I remember, I have ſome ſhort Notes about me, which I took out 
of Mr. Gilleſpie's Idolatry of the Engliſh Popiſh Ceremonies; and let me 
tell you, he was a mighty Man in his Days againſt the Church of Exg- 
land; and this Book of his did great Execution upon the Biſhops'in Scot- 
land. I can remember, how much it affected the Brethren in England, 
and how we compared him to one of Davids Wortbies, that killed the 
Giants of the Philiſtins. | | | 
P. D. Sir, at this Rate of Talking, it will be Night before you come 
to the Queſtion; methinks you ſeem to have nothing to ſay againſt us of 
the Church of England. NEW #3 oper, ” pt, 
F. C. I nothing to ſay againſt you! who ever heard me, without ha- 
ving ſomething to ſay againſt you > I tell, you Sir, I look upon your 
Church as the younger Siſter to the Whore of Babylon: Never a Barrel 
the better Herring ; only we can have Liberty of Conſcience with one, 
and not with the other. It is all one to me to bow to an Image, and to 
bow to the Altar ; to worſhip Images, and to kneel at the Sacrament. 
P. D. I am in hopes you are now coming to the Point, I pray keep 
there without any farther rambling. . | | 
F. C. Call you this rambling > You know Amefius faith, even in con- 
troverted Points, much Reſpect ought to be had to the Experience of 
God's People; I tell you, I have found it thus with me, and you ought 
rather to hear me teach you, than diſpute with me. 1710 
P. D. All this ſhall not ſerve ; I muſt have your Arguments ſince you 
urge me thus. A Or 
F. C. Why look ye now, d'ye ſee how petulant and malapert theſe 
Divines of the Church of England are. But ſince nothing will ſatisfy 
you, but arguing, I have an Argument ready for you will do your Buſi- 
neſs. - N 15 | 
To worſhip the Bread is Idolatry; 5 n 
But to kneel at the Sacranient is to worſhip the Bread. 
Ergo. | | iy | | 8 8 
F. D. I am glad to find you come to any kind of Reaſoning. I de- 
ny, that in kneeling at the Sacrament, we do worſhip the Bread; for our 
Church expreſly declares the contrary in this Rubrick. | 
FE. C. What do I care for your Church, or her Rabricks ? I ſay you do 
worſhip the Bread, and prove it too. $i ATTY; | 
That which you kneel before and look towards, when you worſhip, you do 
give the Worſhip to: e 2 | 
But you kneel before and look towards the Bread when you worſhip. 
Ergo. | AE 
"0 D. begin to be afraid of you now; for you do not only prove 
by this Argument kneeling at the Sacrament, but reading the Common Pray- 
er to be /dolatry : For if that which we kneel before and look towards 
when we worſhip, muſt be the OZje# of our Worſhip, it is plain we muſt 
indeed make an Idol of the Common Prayer; for every time we read it 
we kneel before it, and looks towards it when we worſhip. % 
F. C. Look you to that, I always took the Common Prayer for an Idol, 
but I did not think I had proved it now. | 
P. D. I ſhall endeavour to undeceive you in this Matter. Since we are 
not pure Spirits, but muſt worſhip God with our Bodies, by kneeling and 
looking towards ſomething in our Ads of Worſhip ; we muſt not deter- 
mine 
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mine that to be the 04je# of our Worſhip which our Bodies are bended 
towards, or we look upon'in our Worſhip,” unleſs there be ſome other 
Reaſon for it; for then 7dolatry would be neceſlary and unavoidable. For 
we cannot kneel with our Eyes open, but we muſt look upon ſome Crea- 
ture, which according to your way of arguing; muſt be the 04je# of 
our Worſhip. I pray Sir, without being angry, give me leave to ask 


you, whether a Man kneeling in the Fields and praying with his Eyes 


lifted up to Heaven be an Idolater or not? 
F. C. I think not. 


. 


p. P. Yet he kneels towards ſome Creature, and looks upon ſome 


Creature when he worſhips ; therefore you muſt prove by ſome other 
way, that we do make the Bread the Object of our Worſhip. But this 


we utterly deny; and ſay the doing it is Idolatry and to be abhorred of 


all faithful Chriſtians. And will you make us worſhip: it, whether we wilt 

or no: 5 e N 
F. C. But you uſe the ſame Poſtures which the Papiſts do, and yet 

you charge them with 7dolatry. | | nag Fi 
P. D. Becauſe this is a thing many of you ſtumble at, T will make 


the Difference of our Caſe and theirs plain to you. In all Moral Acts 


we are to have a great Regard to their Circumſtances, from whence they 
take a different Denomination. He that kills a Man by Accident, and 
he that kills a Man out of Malice, do the very fame thing as to the 
Subſtance of the 4X ; yet no Man will ſay it is the ſame Act upon a 
Moral Conſideration. We kneel, and the Papiſts kneel : But we declare 
when we kneel,we intend no Adoration to the Elements: But the Papiſts can- 


not deny that they do give proper Adoration to that which is before 


them; which we ſay is Bread, and they ſay, the Body of Chriſt under 
the Species of Bread; and yet not merely to the inviſible Body of Chriſt, 
but taking the Species of Bread as united to that Body of Chriſt, and ſo 
directing their Worſhip to theſe Two together as the proper Objeds of 
Divine Adoration. And to make this evident to you, their Adoration is 
performed at the Elevation of the Hoſt ; and at the carrying it about in 
Proceſſions, and at the expoſing it on their Altars; and not merely in the 
Participation of it. Whence it is obſervable, that the Church of Rome 
doth not ſtrictly require kneeling at the Participation, which it would do, 
if it looked on the kneeling at receiving as a proper Act of Adoration. 
The Rubricks of the Maſs do not, that J can find, require the Prieſt to 
kneel in the Act of receiving; and the Pope when he celebrates, receives 
fitting. Eſpencæus faith, in the Church of Lyons, many of the People did 


not receive kneeling ; and upon Complaint made about it, they were 


by the Advice of Two Cardinals left to their old Cuſtom. And IT won- 
der your Brethren have not taken notice of the Difference of kneeling at 
the Elevation of the Hoſt, and in the Act of receiving it; the one was 


required by the Conſtitution of Honorius, and was intended for an Act 


of Adoration to the Hoſt ; The other was derived from the Ancient 
Church, which altho' it did not always uſe the ſame Poſture of Adoration 
that we do; yet it is ſufficient for our purpoſe, if they received the 
Sacrament in the ſame Poſtare in which they worſhipped God. And this I 
could eaſily prove, if this were a Place or Seaſon for it. 

F. C. Well Sir, I do not love Dſiputing ; I pray go on with your for- 
mer Adverſary. | 

R. P. Sir, I thank you for the Diverſion you have given us; if you 
pleaſe I will now return to the Place where we left; I was about 8 
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tell you the Anſwer 7. G. gives to Dr. S:'s Third Argument from the Ru- 
brick at the end of the Communion. Tlie Words are, It is here declared 
that by kneeling no Adoration. is intended or ought to be done, either unto. 


the Satramental Bread or Wine, there Bodily received, or unto any Corporal 


Preſence of Chriſt's Natural Fleſh and Blood. For the Sacramental Bread 
and Wine remain ſtill in their very Natural Subſtances, and therefore may 


not be adored, for that were Idolatry to be abhorred of all faithful Chriſtians; 


and the Natural Body and Blood of Chriſt are in Heaven , and not here; it 


being. againſt the Truth of Chriſt's Natural Body to be at one time in more 


Places than one. About which Dr. St. charges 7. G. firſt with norance 
in ſaying, It was not yet above a Dozen Tears ſince it was inſerted into the 
Communion Book ; whereas he might have found it above a hundred Tears be- 


fore in the Liturgy of Edw. VI. To which 7. G. anſwers, That the va- Pill. 19. 


rious Fate of this Rubrick, firſt in not being annexed till the ſecond Litur 
of Edward VI. and being caſt out again inthe Tear 1562 ; and then ad- 
mitted again almoſt a hundred Tears after, is no Eviction to him, that the 
Charge of Idolatry is the dogmatical Doctrine of the Church of England. 
P. D. If this were all the Declaration our Church had made of her 
Senſe, and the Intention of this Rubrick were only to declare this Point 
of Idolatry, there were ſome Probability in what 7. G. ſuggeſts. But 


J have ſhewed already, how fully our Church hath declared her Senſe a- 


bout Romiſh Idolatry by other ways; and the Deſign of this Rubrick 
was not to expreſs her Senſe of 7dolatry, ſo much as to give Satisfaction 
to thoſe who ſcrupled the Lawfulneſs of Kneeling, For which Cauſe it 
was firſt put in,and afterwards not thought neceſſary to be continued, when 
Perſons were better ſatisfied about the Intention of our Church. But 
when after long Diſuſe and violent Prejudices the Diſſenters were grown 
unacquainted with the Deſign and Intention of our Church, there was 
the ſame Reaſon for inſerting it again, which heid at firſt for putting it 
in, And what now hath 7. G. gained by this Obſervation 2 If it had 
been, as he imagined, what he had gotten in one Point, he had loſt in 
another: For then it would appear, that there was no ſuch Heat in the 
beginning of Queen Elizabeth's Days ; if they were willing to leave out 


ſuch a Declaration of the Idolatry of the Church of Rome, at that time 


when Queen Elizabeth's Title was the moſt diſputed at Rome; fo that 
from hence appears the Vanity of T. 6.'s former Obſervation, and how 
far they were from taking things into our Liturgy out of Spite to the 
Pope; nay, ſo far were they from this, that in the firſt Year of Queen 
Elizabeth, that Petition in the Litany was left out, which had been in- 
ſerted by Henry VIII. and continued in both Liturgies of Edward VI. 
From the Tyranny of the Biſhop of Rome, and all his deteftable Enormities, 
Good Lord And this he might have found in the ſame Hiſtorian. 
And was not the Title of Head of the Church, taken by her Father and 
Brother, ſo qualified and explained then, as might prevent any occaſion 
of Quarreling at it by the moſt captious Perſons 2 Do theſe Paſſages 
look like doing things on purpoſe to. provoke and exaſperate, and out 


of pure ſpite to the Pope; or like putting in things on purpoſe to 


heighten the Differences, when 7. G. himſelf confeſſes, they left out this 


Rubrick ; and it is evident they did leave out ſome of the moſt pro- 


voking Expreſſions ? 


R. P. I ſee you cannot bear the Charge of zntemperate Heat on the 


beginning of the Reformation. 


p. P. 


Cypr. Aug. 
b. 41 8. 
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— 


P. D. JI cannot bear ſuch an unreaſonable and unjuſt Imputation as 
this is; and I have a particular Eſteem for the Wiſdom, Learning and 


Piety which was ſhewed in the Eccleſaſtical Part of our Reformation. 


But how doth 7. G. take off the Charge of dolatry in this Rubrick 2 
EK. P. He faith, he takes the meaning of it not to be, the denying Adora- 
tion to be due in regard of Chriſt's Body being preſent ſpiritually, but truly in 
theSacrament ; but only that no Adoration ought to be done to anyCorporalPre- 


ſence of Chriſt's Natural Fleſh and Blood, as the Word Corporal is taken to 
 fignify the Natural Manner of a Body's being preſent. For which he gives 


theſe Reaſons, (I.) Becauſe thoſe Words in the Second Liturgy of Edward 


VI. No Adoration ought to be done to any Real or Eſſential Being of Chriſt's 


Natural Fleſh and Blood, are now changed into | any Corporal Preſence of 


Chriſt's Natural Fleſh and Blood. ] (z.) Becauſe the Proteſtant Divines do 


yield the Real Preſence of Chriſt's Body, for which he quotes Biſhop Taylor 
and Biſhop Coſins; and he deſires Dr. St. ſo to explain theſe Words, as not 
to undermine the conſtant Doctrine of the Church of England concerning the 
Real Preſence, and leave us nothing but pure Zuinglianiſm 7» the Place of it. 

P. D. J am ſo much his Friend, that at this time I will undertake 
this Task for him. Firſt, We muſt conſider the Words of the Rubrick. 
(2.} How this Senſe of it can be reconciled with the Real Preſence as 
owned by the Church of England. 

C1.) For the meaning of the Rubrick, We are to conſider that the 
Rubrick denies Adoration to be intended, either unto the Sacramental Bread 
and Wine, or unto any Corporal Preſence of Chriſt's Natural Fleſh and Blood. 


And after, it gives Two diſtinct Reaſons for denying Adoration to either 


of theſe. 1. Io the Sacramental Bread and Wine, tor this Reaſon, be- 
caufe they remain ſtill in their very Natural Subſtances ; and therefore 
may not be adored, for that were Idolatry to be abhorred of all faithful Chri- 
ſtians. 2. To the Corporal Preſence of Chriſt's Natural Fleſh and Blood; 


becauſe the Natural Body and Blood of our Saviour Chriſt are in Heaven, 


aud not here, it being againſt the Truth of Chriſt's Natural Body, to be at one 


time in more Places than one. You ſee, here are Two plainly diſtintRea- 


ſons given for denying Adoration to the Elements, and to the Natural Body 


of Chriſt. The former is ſaid to be Zdolatry ; the latter to be aH ſurdand 


unreaſonable, it being repugnant to the Truth of Chriſt's Body to be in more 
Places than one at one time. So that the Senſe of the Rabrick lies in theſe 
Two Propoſitions. 

I. That it is/do/atry to give Adoration to the Elements remaining in their 
Natural Subſtances. | 

2. That it is abſurd to believeChri/t's Natural Body to be preſent, becauſe 
then it muſt be in more Places than one, which is repugnant to the Truth of 
a Body. Theſe things to my Apprehenſion are the plain and natural Senſe 
of this Rubrick. : 

R. P. But we do not give Adoration to the Sacramental Elements, but 
to the Body of Chrift. | | 

P. D. T do believe I can prove that you give Adoration to the Sacra- 
mental Elements, as they make up one entire Olject of Adoration with the 
Body of Chriſt; but that is not my preſent Buſineſs ; which is to ſhew 
the Senſe of our Church, which lies in theſe particulars. 1. That zhe 
Sacramental Elements do remain in their Natural Subſtances after Conſecra- 
tion. 2. That, 70 adore them ſo remaining is Idolatry, and to be abhorred 
of all faithful Chriſtians. No one queſtions the former to be the Senſe 
of our Church ; the only Queſtion lies in the latter, whether . K 
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Tdolatry or no? It is no queſtion, that to give Divine Adoration to any 
Creature is Idolatry; and it is ſo acknowledged on all ſides ; the only 
Queſtion then can be, whether the Suhſtance of Bread and Wine be a Crea- 


ture or not? And this is no Queſtion with any Man in his Wits : There- 


fore to give Adorationto the Subſtance of Bread and Wine is Idolatry. No 
Demonſtration in Euclid is plainer than this. ; | 
R. P. But I tell you, we do not worſhip the Creature, but the Body of 
Chris. © 3 £ : 
P. D. I tell you again, zf there be a Creature you do worſhip it; for you 
give Adoration to what is before you, be it what it will; if it be a Crea- 
ture you adore it. | 
R. P. But we ſay, zt is not a Creature we worſhip. 1 
P. D. Do not you give Adbration to that whichis conſecrated, whether 
It remains a Creature or not after Conſecration ? At the Elevation of the 
Hoſt, at the Carrying it about, at the Expoſing of it on the Altar, you wor- 
ſhip that which was conſecrated, do you note 
R. P. We worſhip that which was Bread before Conſecration, but after 
is no longer ſo, but the Body of Chriſt. | | 
P. D. But if it ſhould remain Bread after Conſecration, what do ye a- 
dore then? Ts it not the Subſtance of the Bread? 
R. P. Yes, but we believe 77 is not the Bread. 

P. D. That is not the Queſtion, what you believe; for they that be- 
lieved God to be the Soul of the World, worſhipped the Parts of it upon 
a Suppoſition, which if it had been true would have juſtified their Wor- 
ſhip every Jot as well at yours can do you, and yet they were groſs J. 
dolaters for all that. Nay, I will ſay more to you, there never were J. 
dolaters in the World, that did not proceed upon a falſe Suppoſition; and 
it may be not ſo unreaſonable as yours. This cannot therefore excuſe 
you, if your Suppoſition proves falſe ; as no doubt it is; that the Sub- 
ſtance of the Bread doth not remain after Conſecration. But I now ask you 
what your Adoration 15, in the Opinion of thoſe Perſons who do firmly 


believe the Sacramental Elements to remain in their Natural Subſtances. IS 


it not the giving Divine Worſhip to a Creature? And is not the giving 
DivineWorſhip to a Creature, Idolatry? So that according to the Seyſe of 
our Church the Worſhip of the Hoſt muſt be Idolatry. 

R. P. But what have you got by all this 2 For we confeſs our ſelves, 
That if the Subſtance of Bread and Wine do remain after Conſecration, we 
are as great Idolaters as they that worſhip a red Cloth. | 

P. D. Upon my Word, you had need then to be well aſſured, hat theSub- 
Nance of Bread and Wine do not remain; and yet J muſt tell you, we can 
be certain of nothing in the World, if we are not certain that the Sub- 


Stance of Bread and Wine do remain after Conſecration. For if we are cer- 


tain of nothing by our Senſes, but of the outward Accidents ( which is 
all your beſt Men do ſay in this Caſe ) we cannot be certain of any 


viſible Subſtance in the World; for no bodily Subſtance can be diſcerned, . 


but by our Serſes ; and fo all Foundation of Certainty by Senſe is deſtroy- 
ed. Nay, farther, it takes away all Certainty by Reaſon ; for it con- 
founds the cleareſt Maxims of it, by overthrowing all Mathematical 
Proportions of great and ſmall, whole and parts; by deſtroying all No- 
tions of Diſtance and Place; by jumbling the Notions of Body and Spirit. 
And laſtly, it takes away all Certainty by Revelation, which can never 
come to us, but upon the Suppoſition of the Certainty of Senſe arid 
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R. P. O Sir, I ſee what you would be at; you would fain draw me 
into a Diſpute about Tranſubſtantiation, upon Principles of Reaſon ; I 
beg your Pardon, Sir. This is a Matter of Faith, and muſt te ſtoutly 
believed, or elſe we are gone. No more of this, Sir; to your Buſineſs 
of 1dolatry, J pray. 55 
P. D. I was only giving you ſome Caution by the by, how much you 
are concerned to look about you; but ſince you are reſolved to ſhut 
your Eyes, I return to the Senſe of our Church about the 1dolatry of the 
Maſs ; and it follows neceſlarily from our former Diſcourſe, that ſince 
our Church believes the Subſtance of the Elements do remain, and that 
your Worſhip doth really fix upon that Su&/tance ; whatever your Inten- 
tions be, it is really 7dolatry. 


R. P. However this only proves it to be Material Tdolatry, and not 
Formal. | 

P. D. T have often heard of this Diſtinction, but I could never be 
ſatisfied with it: For what is Material and Formal Idolatry ? 

R. P. Material Tdolatry I take to be Miſtaken Worſhip ; 4. e. I do give 
Divine Worſhip to a falſe Object; but J do not intend to give it to a 
falſe Object of Worſhip, but to a true one. 195 

P. D. Then Formal Idolatry muſt be giving Divine Worſhip to a falſe l- 
jet of Worſhip, knowing it to be a falſe Objelt. And where are there any 
ſuch 1dolaters to be found in the World? Did not the Heathens believe 
that to be God which they worſhipped ? And is not God a true Object of 
Worſhip? only they miſtook that to be God which was not; and fo 
were only Material Tdolaters : Even thoſe that worſhipped their Images 
for Gods, were only miſtaken ; for they had a good Intention only to 
worſhip God, but they unhappily took their Images for Gods. And I muſt 
needs ſay, they who took the Sun, Moon and Stars for Gods, and worſhip- 
ped them as ſuch, were very excuſable in compariſon of thoſe who take 
a Piece of Bread for God, or that which appears like it. 

R. P. You are very ſevere, methinks; but do you think there is no 
Difference among Idolaters? 


P. D. Yes, I tell you there is, but not much to your Comfort. The 


groſſer Men's Error is, the more Means to convince Men of it; the 


more Wilful their Blindneſs and Continuance in it, the more Culpable 
they are in their Idolatry, and conſequently the leſs Excuſable. | 

R. P. But may not a Man innocently miſtake 2 as if in the Dark, a 
Child ſhould ask Bleſſing of one that is nat his Father, would his Father 
have Reaſon to be angry with him? | 

P. D. Not for once, or if it were in the Dark ; but if he ſhould ſee 
him every Day go very formally to a Foynt-Srool in the Hall, or to a 
Brown Loaf in the Buttery, and there very ſolemnly down upon his Knees 
to them, and beg their Bleſſing ; tell me what you think the Father 
would ſay to ſuch a Miſtake .2 Would he excuſe him, ſaying, Alas poor 
Child, he intended all this to-me, only he miſtook the Brown Loaf or a 


Joynt-Stool for me |! 


R. P. Forbear ſuch Compariſons ; for we have Divine Revelation, 
This is my Body; and we believe his Word againſt all you can ſay in this 
Matter. | 

P. D. But what will you ſay, if by the Conſeſſion of many of the 
beſt and moſt learned of your own Divines, Jou have not Divine Revela- 
tion for it; and that thoſe Words cannot prove, that the Subſtance of 
Bread doth not remain after Conſecration, which is the thing we now en- 


quire. 


| 
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| quire after ? And if it were not to go off from our preſent Buſineſs, I 
would undertake to prove this evidently to you. 


N. P. However we have the Agythority of our Church for it. 
P. D. You had as good ſay, you are reſolved to believe it; for the 
Authority of your Church can never perſwade any Man that is not. 

R. P. When you are gotten to this Point of Tranſubſtantiation, it is 
hard to get you off. It is the fore Place of our Church, and you are 


like Flies in Summer, always buſy about it. I pray return to your Rubrict, 
for you ſeem to have forgotten it. | 


P. D. No, I have been purſuing it hitherto. 

R. P. But what ſay you to 7. G's Reaſons, why this muſt be underſtood 
of a Corporeal Preſence of Chriſt's Natural Body , becauſe you elſe over- 
throw the Doctrine of a Real Preſence which hath been accounted the Doctrine 
of the Church of England. 

P. D. To this I anſwer, (1.) The Rubrict faith expreſly, That it is 
againſt the Truth of Chriſt's Natural Body to be at one time in more Places 
than one. It doth not ſay againſt the Corporeal Preſence of his Natural 
Body, but the Truth of it : From whence it follows, that our Church be- 
lieves the true Natural Body of Chriſt, which was born of the Virgin, 
ſuffered on the Croſs, and aſcended into Heaven, can be but in one Place; 
which is declared in the foregoing Words, And the Natural Body and 
Blood of our Saviour Chriſt are in Heaven and not here; i. e. in Heaven 
excluſively from being in the Sacrament, Which are not true, if the 
3 Natural Body of Chriſt could be at the ſame time in Heaven and in 
the Hoſt. | 


R. P. How then can your Divines hold a Real Preſence of Chriſt's Body, 
as 7. G. faith they do? | 
P. D. You had heard if you had ſtaid till T came to my Second An- 
ſwer, which is, That notwithſtanding this, our Church doth hold, that af- 
ter Conſecration, the Elements do become the Body and Blood of Chriſt, 
and ſo there is a Real Preſence of Chriſt's Body; but not of his 

Natural but of a Myſtical Body. I will endeavour to make 
this out to you, becauſe you look ſtrangely upon me, as if I were bi 
of ſome mighty Paradox. When Paſchaſius Radbertus did firſt broach 
the Modern Doctrine of the Rowan Church, about the ſame Body of Chriſt 
being in the Sacrament, which was born of the Bleſſed Virgin, in the We- 
ſtern Church, he met with great Oppoſition therein from the moſt learned 
Divines of that Age; among(t the reſt, there lived then in the Court 
of Carolus Calvus a Man very Eminent for his Learning, called 7ohn 
Scotus, or Erigena. This Man at the Requeſt of Carolus Calvus deliver- 
ed his Opinion directly contrary to Paſchaſius; for whereas he aſſerted, 
That the very ſame Body of Chriſt which was born of the Bleſſed Virgin, was 
inviſibly preſent under the Accidents of Bread and Vine; Scotus denied, that 
the Elements were in any Real Senſe after Conſecration the Body and Blood 
of Chriſt; the Sacrament being only a bare Commemoration , or figurative 


Repreſentation of the Body and Blood of Chriſt. So Hincmarcus, who lived Hinemar: 


in that Age delivers his Opinion; which was afterwards taken up by 


Berengarius, as appears by Lanfrank's Anſwer to him. And Aſcelinus in Lanfranc. 
his Epiſtle to Berengarius ſhews, that John Scotus out of Oppoſition 2 4 
to Paſchaſius, ſet himſelf to prove from the Fathers, that what was con- Chriſt c.. 


ſecrated on the Altar was not truly and really the Body and Blood of Chriſt. 
Theſe Two oppoſite Doctrines being thus diſperſed, and a Schiſm being 
likely to break out upon it, as appears both by Ratramnus, and the Ano- 
nymous Author, publiſhed by Celotius, (and extant in MS. in the Cot- 
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ton Library) Carolus Calvus ſends to Ratramnus (an Eminent Divine of 
that Age, being employed by the Gallican Church to defend the Latins a- 


. gainſt the Greeks ) to know his Judgment in this Matter. He (who 


is better known by the Name of Bertram) gives in his Preface an Ac- 


count to his Prince of both theſe Opinions, and rejects them both, as a- 


gainſt the Senſe of the Fathers and Doctrine of the Church. In the jr/t 
Part of his Book, he diſputes againg Scotus who would allow no My/te- 
ry ; and in the Second againſt Paſchaſius who contended, That the ſame 
Body of Chriſt was in the Sacrament, which was born of the Bleſſed Virgin: 
This, he faith, was the State of the Second Queſtion, Whether that we- 


ry Body of Chriſt which fits at the Right Hand of God, be received by Be- 


lievers in the Sacramental Myſtery > And he proves the Negative at large 
trom the Teſtimonies of the Fathers ; ſhewing, That they did put a dif- 
ference between that Body of Chriſt which was born of the Virgin, and ſuf- 
fered on the Croſs, and that true but Myſtical Body of Chriſt on the Altar; 


and ſo from the Teſtimonies of St. Ambroſe, St. Auguſtin, St. Hierom, Fuk 


gentius ; from the Scriptures ; and from the Offices of the Church ; he con- 
cludes Point-Blank againſt Paſchaſius, That it was not the ſame Body of 
Chriſt in the Sacrament which was born of the Bleſſed Virgin. But then 
againſt the Opinion of Scotus, he delivers his Mind fully in Anſwer to 
the firſt Queſtion, ſaying, If there were nothing in the Sacrament but what 
appeared to the Senſes, it was unfitly call 4d a Myſtery ; and there would be 
no Exerciſe for Faith; no Change at all wrought in the Flements; the Sacra- 
ment would fall ſhort of Baptiſm, and the Manna in the Wilderneſs : And 
laſtly, to what purpoſe did Chriſt promiſe his Fleſh to be the Food of his Peo- 
ple? which being not to be underſtood carnally and literally, muſt have a ſpi- 
ritual Signification ; ſo that, though as to their outward Appearance the Sa- 
cramental Elements are Figures ; yet according to the inviſible Power and Ef- 


fcacy they are the Body and Blood of Chriſt. And this he ſhews to have 


been the Senſe of the Fathers and Chriſtian Church. This Opinion of 
Ratramnus, Paſchaſius in his Epiſtle to Frudegardus, calls the Doctrine of 


thoſe who deny the Preſence of Chriſt's Fleſh in the Sacrament ; but do hold 


au inviſible Power and Efficacy in and with the Elements; becauſe, ſay they, 
there is no Body but what is viſible and palpable. And whoever will read 
that Fpiſtle of Paſchaſius will find the Expreſſions he anſwers, the very 
ſame that yet occur in the Book of Bertram. Of the ſame Opinion 
with Ratramnus in this Matter, was Rabanus Maurus, the greateſt Divine 
accounted of his Age, who wrote his Epiſtle to Egilo, againſt them who 
had lately broached that Doctrine, (mark that) that the Body of Chriſt in 
the Sacrament, was the very ſame which was born of the bleſſed Virgin, and 
ſuffered on the Croſs, and roſe from the Dead. And this appears trom his 
Epiſtle to Heribaldus ſtill Extant ; wherein he faith, he declared in what 
Senſe the Sacrament was the Body of Chriſt. Beſides, the Anonymous Au- 
thor publiſhed by Cellotius, (the only Perſon about that time who ap- 
peared in behalf of the Doctrine of Paſchaſius, and very inconſiderable 


in compariſon of his Adverſaries) confeſſeth the Oppoſition made to 


Paſchaſius by Rabanus and Ratramnus, and endeavours to excuſe his Sim- 


plicity in aſſerting, that the ſame Fleſh of Chriſt was upon the Altar, which | 


was born of the Virgin, by anew and extravagant Suppoſition of the Sa- 
crament being the Medium of uniting Two Real Bodies of Chriſt ; viz. of 
his Fleſhand of his Church, and therefore that muſt be a Real Body of 
Chriſt too; which is ſo remote from juſtifying Paſchaſiuss Doctrine, 
that Ce/otius himſelf is aſhamed of him. This ſame Do- 
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ctrine of Rabanus and Ratramnus is expreſly owned by the 
Saxon Homilies, which deny the Sacrament to be a mere Commemoration; 
according, to the Opinion of Joh. Erigena ; but ſay, that after Conſecration 
the Bread becomes the Body of Chriſt after a ſpiritual and myſtical manner ; 
and in the Saxon Code of Canons it is expreſly determined; not to be that 
Body of Chriſt which ſuffered on the Croſs. And this ] aſſert to be the ve- 
ry ſame Doctrine, which the Church of England embraced upon the Re- 
formation, as molt conſonant to Scripture and the Fithers; which al- 
though it doth declare againſt the natural Body of Chriſt being in more 
Places than one, even that Body of Chriſt which is in Heaven; yet in the 
Articles it declares, That the Body of Chriſt is given, taken and eaten; ſo 
that to the faithful Receivers, the Bread conſecrated, and broken, becomes 
the Communion of the Body of Chriſt ; and the Cup of Bleſſing, the Commu- 
nion of the Blood of Chriſt. And ſo in the Catechiſm it is ſaid, That the 
Body and Blood of Chriſt are verily and indeed taken of the faithful in the 
Lord's Supper; i. e. that after Conſecration ſuch a divine Power and Ef, 
cacy doth accompany the Holy Sacrament, as makes the Elements to be- 
come the Spiritual and Myſtical Body of Chriſt; as the Church is Really but 
Myſtically the Body of Chriſt, becauſe of his Spirit dwelling in them. g 
So the Apology of our Church faith, That in the Lord's Supper there is ; 
truly exhibited the Body and Blood of Chriſt; becauſe that is the proper Food ; 
of our Souls, as Bread and Wine tends to the Nouriſhment of our Bodies. | | 
And if the time would permit, T could not only more largely prove 
this to be the Sexſe of our Church, but that it is the true and genuine 
Senſe of the Fathers, both of the Greek and Latin Church. And thus I 
hope, I have done that which 7. 6. thought ſo impoſſible a thing, viz. 
to explain this Rubrick, ſo as not to undermine the Doctrine of the real Pre- 
ſence aſſerted by the Church of England, nor to leave nothing but pure Zuin- 
glianiſm i the Place of it. | Va „„ ons 
: RK. P. I was afraid of a Paradox, and it appears; not without Reaſon; 
8 for J never met with any one yet, who explain'd the Doctrine of Ber- 
8 tram, and the Church of Englandz after this manner; and all that attempt- 
ed it talked ſo in the Clouds, that Tranſubſtantiation it ſelf did not ſeem 
more hard to underſtand: But I remember P. de Marca hath proved, that 
the Book of Bertram was the ſame which was written by Job. Scotus; 
and therefore your 7ypothefis is utterly overthrown. | 
P. D. I have read and conſidered that faint Attempt of that Great 
Man, which ſeemed to be deſigned for no other End, but to make us 
believe, that Bertram's Book was burned for Heretical, at the Synod of 
Vercelles. But if any one will impartially conſider the Book of Bertram, 
and compare it with the Account given of the Opinion of Joh. Scotus by ö 
the Writers againſt Berengarius, they will find De Marca s Opinion with. Gb 
out the leaſt Colour of Probability. | q 
R. P. But Card. Perron, Maugain, Cellotius arid Arnaud, all ſay, That 
Bertram in the firſt Part diſputes againſt the Szercoraniſts, who were a 
{fort of Hereticts who held, That the Body of Chriſt in the Euchariſt was 
paſſible, corruptible and digeſtible , and in all things juſt as the Bread appea- 
red to our Senſes; and aſſerted, That all the Accidents of the Bread were 
founded Hypoſtatically in the Body of Chriſt, and not td have any proper Sub- 8 
faſtence of their own. | | 
P. D. Theſe were a notable ſort of Hereticks, if they could be found ; 
but it appears by the Enemies of Berengarius, that this opprobious Name 
was fixed by them on all thoſe who aſſerted the Subſtance of the Bread tb 
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remain after Conſecration, and it would be very ſtrange, if Bertram ſhould 


confute that which himſelf aſſerts : For he faith , The Sacramental Ele- 


ments do paſs into the Nouriſhment of our Bodies. But if any were liable 
to this Accuſation, it muſt be Paſchafus ; if P. de Marcas Obſervation. 
of him be true, That he held both Subſtance aud Quantity of the Bread 
aud Wine, to be turned into the Body of Chriſt ; from whence it follows, 
that muſt be the Sabject of all thoſe Accidents, which were in the Bread 
Before; which is the very ſink of Stercorauiſm. Nay, I am very much 
deceived, if Pope Nicholas II. in the Recantation preſcribed to Berengari- 
aus, did not fall into the Filth of it far more than Rabanus or FHeribaldus; 
for he aſſerts therein, That the Body of Chriſt is truly and ſenſibly handled, 
and broken by the Hands of Prieſts, and ground by the Teeth of Believers. 


But what Place could be fitter for this Hereſy, than the Sedes Stercoraria? 


And Guitmundus ſtriving to help Pope Nicholas and his Council out , falls 
into the ſame Hereſy himſelf; for he ſhews That Chriſt's Body may be 
handled and chewed in the Sacrament; if ſo, it muſt be the Subject of the 
Accidents of the Bread and Wine. Which according to Perron and his 
Followers, is plain Stercoraniſm. 
N. P. But do not you fall into another Hereſy , viz. of Impanation 2 
P. D. A Man had need look to his Words, when Hereftes are fo 
common, and buz ſo about a Man's Ears. And ſome think they con- 
fute a Man with a vengeance, if they can find out ſome Hereſy with a 
hard Name to faſten upon him. But if you did know wherein the He- 
reſy of Impanation lay, you would never charge this Doctrine of our 
Church with it. For I find Two diſtin Ways of Impanation, and this 


Doctrine is liable to neither of them. 1. By Union of the Bread to 


the Body of Chriſt; and by that to the Divinity, which was the way of 


Joh. Parifienfis. 2. By an immediate Conjunition of the Divine Nature to 


the Bread; not merely by Divine Efficacy and Power, but by an Hypoſta- 
zical Union: Which is the Opinion, not without ground, attributed to 
Rupertus Tuitienfis ; and is liable to this great Abſurdity , that all that 


befals the Bread may be attributed to the Perſon of Chriſt, which Bel- 


larmine faith, it is Blaſphemy to imagine. And then it might be faid, 
That the Bread is God, that the Word is made Bread, and that God is both 
Bread and Wine. But all which the Doctrine of our Church implies, is 
only a real Preſence of Chriſt's inviſible Power and Grace ſo in and with the 
Elements, as by the faithful receiving of them to convey ſpiritual and real 
Effedts to the Souls of Men: As the Bodies aſſumed by Angels might be 
called their Bodies, while they aſſumed them; or rather as the Church is 
the Body of Chriſt, becauſe of his Spirit quickning and enlivening the Souls 
of Believers; ſo the Bread and Wine after Conſecration are the real, but 
the Spiritual and Myſtical Body of Chriſt. If any one yet thinks, that 
ſome at leaſt of our Divines have gone farther than this, let them know, 
it is the Doctrine of our Church Tam to defend, and not of every par- 
ticular Divine in it; and if any do ſeem to ſpeak of the Preſence of the 
very ſame Body which is in Heaven, I deſire them in the fr/t Place to re- 
concile that Doctrine with this Dogmatical Afſertion at the End of this 
Rubrick ; that it is againſt the Truth of Chriſt's natural Body, (not againſt 
the corporal Preſence of it) to be at one time in more Places than one. Let 
Men imagine what Lind of Preſence they pleaſe of the ſame Body, J on- 
ly deſire to know, whether to be in Heaven, and to be in the Sacrament, 
be to be in the ſame or diſtin Places? Tf the Places be dliſtinct, as no 
doubt Heaven and Earth are, then our Church declares, That it 1s contra- 
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ry to the Truth of Chriſt's Natural Body to be in more Places than One at one 

time. a | 

R. P. But cannot God annihilate that Cylinder of Air between the Body 

of Chriſt in Heaven, and the Sacrament on the Altar, and ſo make them 
both to be in ove Place? | | | 

p. D. This is a very idle and extravagant Queſtion ; becauſe, if it be 
granted, it only proves that there is nothing between Chriſt's Body in 
Heaven, and the Hoſt ; but it doth not prove the Hoſt to be that Body of © 
Chriſt; and withal, ſince ſo many Thouſand Haſts are conſecrated in a 
Day, you mult ſuppoſe ſo much Air annihilated, as lies between Chriſt's 
Body and all thoſe Hoſts; but can any Man imagine God ſhould annihi- 
late fo much Air every time a Prieſt conſecrates? And I remember a 
good Saying of Cajetan, Non eſt diſputandum de divina potentia ubi de cajet. in 

| Sacramentis tractatur; we muſt not diſpute of God's abſolute Power about Ain. 3 5. 
the Matter of Sacraments; becauſe theſe are ſo often celebrated, that we 47% y 
are to ſuppoſe no more than an ordinary Power to be employed about 
them. And ſuppoſe we ſhould grant a thing poſſible by God's abſolute 
Power, he faith, It is Folly to aſſert all that to be in the Sacrament , which 
God can do. However, this doth not reach this Rubrick, which ſuppoſes 
diſtin Places, and faith, It is contrary to the Truth of Chriſt's natural 
Body to be in more Places than One at one time. 

R. P. But may not all this be underſtood, as 7. G. ſuggeſts, of the 
natural manner of a Bodys being preſent in more Places than one, viz. that 
it is repugnant to the Truth of Chriſt's natural Body to be naturally preſent , 
or in a corporeal manner, in more Places than one ; but it may be naturally 
preſent but in one Place; i. e. by way of Extenſion or Quantity; but it may 
be preſent in more Places after another manner? 

P. D. I think you have ſtrained for this, and it is your laſt EfFort. To 
which I anſwer, (I.) It yields no Advantage to 7. G.; for ſuppoſing 
that ſome of our Divines did hold it poſſible, that the ſame Body might be 
preſent in ſeveral Places after a different manner; yet how doth it hence 
follow, that the Rubrick doth not charge them who worſhip the Sub- 
ftance of Bread and Wine with Idolatry ? ( 2. ) Suppoſing the Church did 
fix this Charge upon thoſe who worſhip the Body of Chriſt as preſent, I 
deſire to know whether another kind of Preſence would excuſe from Ido- 
latry? i. e. ſuppoſing that to worſhip Chriſt's Body as corporeally preſent 
be Idolatry, it would not be 7dolatry to worſhip the very ſame Body as 
preſent after another manner? Which is all one, as to ask, whether, if it be 
Idolatry to wor{hipa Man with his Coat hs on, it be likewiſe Idolatry to wor- 
ſhip him with his C/oaths off? If it be the very ſame Body, let the man- 
ner of its Being preſent be the ſame or different, it doth not alter the 
Nature or Reaſon of Worſhip. Only of the Two, it ſeems more un- 
reaſonable to worſhip an invi/ible Body than a viſible one; for in a viſible 
Body, he that worſhips is ſure of ſomething that he ſees, but when he 
fancies an znviſible Body preſent, he fancies ſomething, which if it were, 
muſt be ſeen; and yet though he cannot ſee it, he reſolves to worſhip it. 
(3.) It is alrogether as unreaſonable to believe, that a Body may be pre- 
ſent in ſeveral Places after a different manner, as after the ſame manner. 
For whereever a Body is really preſent, let it be with Extenſion or without, 
it is fo in that Place as not to be in another; i. e. the Body of Chriſt being 
in the Hoſt on the Altar, is ſo there, as not to be on the Floor, or any 
other Place about it; for otherwiſe it could not be ſaid to be only under 
the Accidents: I then ask, on what Account the ſame Body cannot be 
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| preſent in Two places at once aſter the ſame manner, and yet may be after 

Ny a different manner? Aquinas ſaith, it doth imply a contradiction for the ſame 
Ag. 4. diſt. : 

44. J. 2. Body to be in ſeveral Places at once after the ſame manner, 1. e. by way of 

ar. 2. Extenſion or Quantity; becauſe, it is neceſſary for the ſame thing to be un- 

i divided from it ſelf; but that which is in ſeveral Places muſi be divided from 


cont a, it ſelf. But as Conink well obſerves, this Argument proves it as impoſſible 
* ſacr.qu.1s. for the ſame Body to be in ſeveral Places after a different manner; for it is 


5 


; art. 3. never the leſs divided from it ſelf by being in one Place after another manner i 
| than in the other : Tea it will be more divided, becauſe it will be after two is 
ſeveral ways repugnant to each other. And it is much more eafte to conceive , c 
that a Body ſhould be in two ſeveral Places after a natural manner , than to 0 
be ſo in one Place; and in another, after ſuch a ſpiritual manner, as is very b 

Marat, de faith ; 

 ſacr. dip. hard to be underſlood. It is much more repugnant, ſaith Meratius , for the 

24.S.1. ſame Body to be extended and not extended, than to have a double Extenſion. ( 


If it be repugannt to the finite Nature of a Body, to be in more Places than 
t one, becauſe then it might be preſent in all Places; this, faith Lugo, wil! | 
Saen, hold againſt a Sacramental Preſence ; for that comes nearer to a Divine Im- | 
dip. 5.8.1, menſity for a Body to be in more Places without Quantity, than with it. | | 
Suarez and Camachæus ſay, This comes nearer to ubiquity, becauſe a Sacra- | 
EG mental Preſence ſuppoſes the Body to be whole in every Part, which a Natural 
48. art. 1. doth not. And they grant, that all the Contradictions which follow upon 
3 1 being preſent in ſeveral Places after a Natural Manner , will hold if the one 
3. b. Ju be Natural and the other not: i. e. That the ſame Body may be above it 
76.c 4. ſelf and below it ſelf, within it ſelf and without it ſelf; and may move 
with Two contrary Motions upwards and downwards, forwards and 
backwards; it may be hot in one Place and cold in another; it may be 
alive in one Place and dead in another ; and which is the higheſt Con- 
tradition, one would think, by Force of this Principle, a Man may be 
1 damned in one Place and ſaved in another. And no leſs a Man than Tſam- 
58.75 diſp. Lertus hath defended the poſſbzlity of this, upon this Principle; For, 
3. art. 9: ſaith he, a Man as in one Place may be killed in a mortal Sin, and ſo be 
damned ; whereas in another Place he may have Contrition(and Abſolution) 
aud fo be ſaved. But Vaſguex asks an untoward Queſtion , Suppoſe ſuch a 
4 * . Man be reduced to one Place, whether ſhall he be ſaved or damned? For he 
c. 4. art. ö. cannot then be both; and there is no more Reaſon he ſhould be put out of the 
n.28. State of Grace by the State of Sin, than out of the State of Sin by the 
State of Grace. Such horrible Contradictions do Men run into, rather 
than let go an abſurd ZZypotheſis: And Suarez confeſſeth, that a Sacra- 
mental Preſence is liable to the ſame Contradictions, becauſe that ſuppoſeth a 
Capacity for Adds of the Mind under it. (g.) ] fay, that aſſerting a Body 
to be preſent Naturally in one Place, and Spiritually and indiviſibly in more, 
doth involve more Contradictions in it, than to be preſent in ſeveral Pla- 
ces after a natural Manner. For the very manner of a Body's being pre- 
ſent indivifibly carries Contradictions along with it peculiar to it ſelf. 
For whereever there is a Body, there muſt be Quantity, and whereever 
there is Quantity, there muſt be d7vi/ebilety ; how then can a Divifible Bo- 
dy be indivifibly preſent > If they ſay, it i after the Manner of a Spirit, 
that doth by no Means falve the Contradiction; for how can a Body be 
after the Manner of a Spirit? And if it can, how can the Notion of Bod, 
and Spirit be differenced from each other 2 If actual Extenſion may be 2 
parated from a Body, why not Quantity it ſelf? Why may not Diviſibilitj 
be ſeparated from a Line? And Two and Two, not make actually Four; 
ſuppoſing that they retain their intrinſict Aptitude to do it? What be- 
; | comes 
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comes of the Differences of greater and Jeſs, ſince that which is greater 
may be contained under 1 and fo the very ſame thing will be great- 
er or leſs, greater and not greater than it ſelf? What Notion can we 
have of Diſtance, ſince here a Body is ſuppoſed to have all its Organical 
Parts, Head, Breaſt, Legs and Feet; and yet no local Diſtance between 
Head and Peet ? | | 

R. P. I ſee it is a dangerous thing to give you but a Hint about Tan- 
ſubſtantiation ; if you but once take the Scent, you run on ſo faſt, that it 
is a very hard matter to take you off. I did not think this Rubrick 
could have held us thus long; but I ſee you were reſolved to have two 
or three Throws at Tranſub/tantiation in paſſing, though I warned you 
before about 1t. | | hs bi 

P. D. No Sir, It was T. G.'s fixing ſuch an abſurd Senſe upon our 
Church, as though ſhe made it 7dolatry to Worſhip Chriſt's Body as preſent 
after a corporeal Manner, and not after another, which made me inſiſt ſo 
long upon this. | 7 As 
Ki. P. What faith my Fanatict Acquaintance to all this? What! Sleep- 
ing? | | 

* C. Only a Nod or two: I hearkened a while, but J found you 
were about hard and unſavoury Notions ; truly it was to me »o awake- 
ning Diſcourſe. | ; | 

R. P. Come, come we' will keep you waking; we are now come to 
the Puritan Cauſe. : | 

F. C. Ay, Ay, there is ſome Life in that. 

R. P. What think you, was Robert Abbot Biſhop of Salisbury a Puri- 
tan or not? _ rot ES i, 

F. C. What! a Biſhop a Puritan! A good one I warrant you: A Puri- 
tan in Lawn Sleeves! A Puritan with Croſs and Sarplice! You know well 
what belongs to a Puritan, do you not? T tell you, there never was a 
true Puritan but abhorred theſe things with all his Heart. What do 
you tell me of a Biſhop of Salisbury for a Puritan? I fay again, if he 


| Had been fo, he would have taken his Lawn Sleeves and thrown them 


into the Fire. | 

P. D. But 1 pray, Sir, how comes in this Diſcourſe about Biſhop 
Abbot ? | | . 

R. P. T will tell you: Among other Pivines produced by Dr. $7. to 
prove the Charge of 7dolatry maintained againſt the Church of Rome in 
K. James his time, one was Biſhop Abbot in his A»ſwer to Biſhop. T. G. 
takes this to be Archbiſhop A4#bot, and excepts againſt him as an Abbet- 
tor of the Puritan Party; and tells from Dr. Heylin, that on that Account 
it was thought neceſſary to ſuſpend him from his Metropolitical Viſitation : 
Dr. St. makes Sport with his ſuſpending a Biſpop of Salisbury from Me- 
tropolitical Furiſdiction, and tells what ſtrange things thoſe of the Church 
of Rome can do with Five Words; and upbraids T. G. with Ignorance of 
our Church; and in truth, i too Tragical upon ſuch a ſlight Occaſion. 
Now . G. proves, that it was only a Miſtake of the Perſon, and not of 
his Quality; although Dr. St. ſaith, That he was never till now ſuſpected for 
a Puritan. | | 

P. D. Are you ſure of that? 

R. P. Yes, I. G. faith ſo, more than once. SIE: 

P. D. However it is good to be ſure. Theſe are Dr. $:/'s Words.“ 
The two firſt he excepts againſt, are the Two Archbiſhops, Whitgiſt and Ab- 


bot as Puritanically inclined ; but as it unhappily falls out, one of them was 
. E | 


never 


26 CONFERENCES concerning the 


never mentioned by me, and the other never till now ſuſpected for a Puritan. 
I pray adviſe 7. G. to read a little more careſully, before he confutes : 
Is it not plain, that he means, Archb:ſhop Abbot was never mentioned by 
him, and Archbiſhop Whitgift was never till now ſuſpetted for a Puritan ? 
It could be no Want of Underſtanding in 7. G. to make him thus mif- 

conſtrue his Words. | 

R. P. But he proves, he was Paritanically inclined ; and takes off his 
Teſtimony. | | 

P. D. How doth he prove that? 

R. P. From Dr. Heylin, whoſe Hiſtories ſerve us to many a good 
Purpoſe ; for he faith, He was a Calvinian, though a moderate one; that 
he was an Enemy to Biſhop Laud in the Univerſity ; that he commends Mr. 
Perkins, and wrote his laſt Book of Grace and Perſeverance of the Saints. 

P. D. Very wonderful Proofs! As though many of the ſtiffeſt Defen- 
ders of our Charch againſt the Puritan Party, had not been inclining to 
Calviniſm (as it is called) in the Point of Predeſl ination; eſpecially in 
that moderate way, wherein R. Abbot aſſerted it! As though it were 
not poſſible, for Men to be zealous for our Liturgy and Ceremonies, if 
they held the Doctrine of Election and Perſeverance! But we do not want 
thoſe of the Higheſt Order of our Church at this Day, who are eminent 
for Learning, and Piety, and Zeal for the Chureh; who would take it 
very ill ſrom J. G. upon the Account of thoſe Opinions, to be thought 
Enemies to the Church of England; as no doubt the Puritans were. But 

% due! 7. G. runs on With this perpetual Miſtake ; when his own Author Dr. 

2 8 Oy Heylin hath told him whom he means by Puritans, viz. the Nonconfor- 
miſis; tor ſpeaking of Dr. Buckeridge, Biſhop Laud's Tutor, he faith, 
That he oppoſed the Papiſts on One Hand, and on the Other the Puritans, 

or Non-conformiſts. Theſe are very pitiful Shifts to overthrow Biſhop 

p. 66, Abbot's Teſtimony, when Dr. Heylin himſelf faith of him, He was ſo mo- 
derate a Calvinian, that he incurred the high Diſpleaſure of the Supralapſa- 

rians, who had till then carried all before them. But what faith T. G. to ” 

thoſe whom he yields not to have been Paritanically inclined, and yet = 
charged the Church of Rome with 7dolatry ? | 

R. P. He faith, They do not impugn the Doctrine it ſelf of the Church of 
Rome, or the Practice conformable to that Doctrine, but ſuch things as they 
conceived to be great Abuſes in the Practice of it. 2 

P. D. That will be beſt tryed by Particulars ; the Firſt of theſe is no 1 
leſs a Perſon than K. James, who calls the Worſhip of Images, Damnalle 
Idolatry; and Dr. St. ſhews that A. James takes off their Diſtinctions ane! 
Evaſtons, and ſaith, Let them therefore that maintain this Doctrine anſwer 5 
it to Chriſt at the latter Day, when he ſhall accuſe them of Idolatry. And "2 
then 1 doubt if he will be paid with ſuch Sophiſtical Diſtinctions. Is all this, —| 
faith Dr. Sf. nothing but to charge them with ſuch Practices which they deteſt 2 0 
Doth he not mention their Doctrine, and their Diſtinftions Did not A. 
James underſtand what he ſaid, and what they did? What ſaith 7. G. to 
this? | 

R. P. Not a Word that I can find. 

P. D. Let us then ſee what he doth take Notice of. 

R. P. A very notable thing I aſſure you. He faith, They only found 

4 A Fault with ſome Abuſes committed in our Church, and did not think Men by 
I” wertue of the Terms of her Communion forced either to Hypocriſy or Idolatry, 
as Dr. St. doth; ſo that it is not the Doctrine of the Church of Rome, if 

truly ſtated out of the Decrees of her Councils, or Practice agreeable to that 

| | | Doctrine, 
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Doctrine, which theſe Divines impeach as Idolatrous ; but the Opinions of 
ſome School-Divtues, or Abuſes they conceived to be committed in the Practice 
3 And for this he inſtanceth in the Decree of the Council of Nice a- 
bout the Worſhip of Images. 

P. D. Who doth not know 7. G. to be a Man of Art > and to under- 
ſtand the way of fencing in the Schools as well as another > Was it not 
skilfully done in this Place to run to the Point of Images, when we had 
been ſo lately upon the /dolatry in Adoration of the Hoſt, as it is declared 
in our Rubrick?2 For the Conſtitution of the Church of Rome is plain to all 
Perſons about Adoration of the Hoſt, at the Elevation of it, and carry- 
ing it about; but in the Matter of Images they endeavour to palliate and 
diſguiſe their allowed Practices as much as may be. I anſwer therefore 
on behalf of Dr. St. (1.) That when he ſpeaks of what Men are obliged 
to do by vertue of Communion with the Church of Rome, he ſpeaks of the 
things /tricty required by the Rules of that Church; and ſince our Church 
declares the Maſs Idolatrous, he doth not in the leaſt recede from the 
Senſe of our Church in the Disjunction he uſeth, either of Hypocriſy, 
or Idolatry; and J have ſome Reaſon to believe that was the thing he 
aimed at chiefly, when he ſpoke of the Terms of Communion ; becauſe 
he had often heard of ſome Perſons who live in the Communion of that 
Church, who being not obliged to make the ſame Profeſſions which Eccle- 
ſiaſtical Perſons are, do content themſelves with doing the ſame external 
Ads which others do; but with a very different Intention; who look 
upon Tranſubſtantiation, and many other Doctrines as fooliſh and ridicu- 
lous ; and yet think they may join with thoſe who do believe them in 
all external Acts of Worſhip, rather than break the Peace of the Church 
they live in Such Perſons would ſay, they never worſhipped the Hoft, 
and therefore excuſe themſelves from dolatry ; but Dr. St. faith, they 
cannot then excuſe themſelves from Hypocriſy, becauſe they ſeem to give 
the ſameWorſhip which the other doth. (2. As to the Idolatry committed in 
the Worſhip of Images, we ſhall conſider that in its proper Place; but yet 
by vertue of Communion with the Church of Rome, all Perſons are (1.) 
bound to declare the Worſhip of Images lawful as it is practiſed in that 


Church. (a.) To worſhip Images upon occaſion offered, as in Proceſſions, 


&c. (3.) To worſhip the Croſs as it repreſents Chriſt, with that Worſhip 


which is proper to his Perſon. That which concerns us now, is to give 


an account of the Judgment of theſe Perſons, how far they ſuppoſe the 
Church of Rome to be guilty of the 1dolatry committed in it. As to K. 
James, we have ſeen already how far T. G. is from anſwering his Teſti- 
mony ; the next is Jaac Caſaubon, and he faith , The Church of England 
did affirm the Practices of the Church of Rome to be joyned with great 
| Impiety. So that he ſpeaks the Senſe of our Church, and not barely his 
own ; and ſurely when he wrote by King Fames his Direction and Or- 
der, and had ſo great Intimacy with Biſhop Andreus, and other learned 
Men of our Church, he would declare nothing to be her Sexſe which 
was contrary to it. And as to his own private Opinion, I could tell 
7.6. ſomewhat more, viz. that when he was violently ſet upon by all 
the Wit and Induſtry of Card. Perron, and diſobliged by ſome Perſons 
of his own Communion at Paris, he ſet himſelf ſeriouſly to conſider the 
Terms of Communion in that Church, and whether he might with ' a ſafe 
Conſcience embrace it ; and I have ſeen in his own Hand-Writing the 
Reaſons which hindred him from it ; and the firſt of them was the Fear 
of Idolutry, which he ſaw practiſed in * Worſhip of Images and SO 
E 2 ic 
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Which is as full a Proof as may be, that he did not think any Perſon 
could embrace the Communion of that Church without Fypocriſy or L. 
dolatry as to the Worſhip of Images and Saints. The Third is Biſhop 
Andrews, who not only charges the Church of Rome with Idolatry; but 
he ſaith, That in their Breviaries, Hours, and Roſaries, they pray direft- 
ly, abſolutely and finally to Saints ; and not merely to the Saints to pray to 
God for them, but give what they pray for themſelves : To this T. G. faith, 
they profeſs they do no ſuch thing ; as though we were enquiring what 
they profeſſed, and not what Biſhop Andrews charged them with. If 


Idolatry, according to Biſhop Andrews, be required in the Authorized OH. 


ces of Devotion in their Church, how can the Members of it be excuted 
either from Zypocriſy or 1dolatry > The Fourth is Dr. Field, who chargeth 
the Invocation of Saints with ſuch Superſtition and Idolatry as cannot be ex- 
cuſed : The Fifth Dr. Jackſon, who ſaith the Papiſts give Divine Honour 
to Images. The Sixth Archbiſhop Laud, who not only affirms the Mo- 
dern Church of Rome to be too like to Paganiſm in the Adoration of Images, 
but condemns the praying to Angels as the Idolatry condemned by the Coun- 
cil of Laodicea ; as Dr. St. ſhewed from his MS. Notes upon Bellarmine. 
To theſe Dr. Sr. added in his General Preface, the Teſtimonies of Archbi- 


ſhop Bancroft, Biſhop Montague, Pet. Heylin, and Mr. Thorndike ; which 


Three laſt were the very Perſons 7. G. did appeal to; and the Laſt of them 
did declare, That the Practice of Tdolatry was ſuch in the Roman Church, 
that no good Chriſtian dare truſt his Soul in the Communion of it ; which 
is all one as to ſay, they muſt be guilty of Hypocriſj or Jo- 
latry. | | | | 

i P. But J. G. ſaith, They only reprove ſomePradlices as Idolatrous,or at Ieaſt 
in danger to be ſuch ; but Dr. St. acknowledges that they excuſe the Church of 
Rome from Idolatry although not all who live in the Communion of it. 

P. D. Doth he indeed ſay fo ? or is this another Piece of 7. G.'s Fine- 
neſs > His Words are theſe : And although it may be only an Exceſs of Cha- 
rity in ſome few learned Perſons to excuſe that Church from Idolatry, al- 
though not all who live in the Communion of it : And then produces the 
Seventeen Teſtimonies to ſhew he did not differ from the Seyſe of the 
Church of England, or the eminent Defenders of it ever ſince the Refor- 
mation; and do you think that among his Teſtimonies, he would pro- 
duce any, whom he thought to free the Church of Rome from Idolatry ? 
no certainly; but I ſuppoſe that Clauſe referred to Mr. Thorndike and 
ſome few others; and as to Mr. Thorndike, he afterwards produced the 
Paſſage betore-mentioned out of ſome Papers written by him a little be- 
fore his Death. What ſaith T. G. to that: : 

R. P. Not a Word more; but I find he makes uſe of Mr. Thorndike's 
Name on all Occaſions, as if he favoured our fide againſt the Church of 
England, and Dr. St. And the Man who manageth the Dialogue againſt 
him, is brought in as one of Mr. Thorndike's Principles. I pray tell me 
was not he a Man in his Heart of our Church, and only lived in the ex- 

ternal Communion of Tour's. | 
P. D. Dr. St. hath given a juſt Character of him, when he calls him 
a Man of excellent Learning and great Piety ; and ſince fo ill Uſe is made 
of his Name in theſe Diſputes, and ſuch Diſhonour done to his Memory, 
T ſhall but do him right, to let you underſtand what his Judgment was 
of the Church of Rome : Which he delivered in a Paper to a Lady a lit- 
tle before his Death, from whom it came immediately to my Hands, 
and is the ſame Paper Dr. St. doth refer to. 
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1. The Truth of the Chriſtian Religion, and of the Scripture i 18 8 
ſuppoſed to the Being of a Church. 

And therefore cannot depend upon the Authority of it. 

2. The Church of Rome maintains the Decrees of the preſent Church 
to be- Infallible, which is falſe; and yet concerns the Salvation of all that 
believe it 3 

Therefore no Man can ſubmit to the Authority of it. ; 

3. The Church of Rome in St. Jeroms time, did not make void the 
Baptiſm of thoſe Sects which did not baptize i in the Name of the Father, 
the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt ; 


But that Baptiſm is void, and true Baptiſm neceſſary to Salva- 
tion, 


Therefore the Church of Rome may err in Matters of Salvation. 
The Church of Rome may err in Schiſm, following the wrong 
Cauſe. If you except only things neceſſary to Salvation to be believed. 


This ſhews that Infallibility only in things neceſſary to Salvation is not 


enough. It is deſtructive to Salvation to follow the wrong Cauſe in 
Schiſm. 

Inſtance. The Schiſm with the Greet Church for Appeals to Rome. 
For there is evident Tradition to the contrary. 

5. The Church of Rome enjoins Apocryphal Scriptures to be eſteemed 

Canonical Scriptures. 

But this Injunction is contrary to Tradition and Truth , and concerns 
the Salvation of all that receive it. 

6. The Church of Rome in St. Jerom's time did not receive the Epiſtle 
to the Hebrews for Canonical Scripture, as now it doth, and as in truth 
it is; 

Therefore the Church of Rome _ err in declaring the Authority of 

Scripture. 

7. The Church of Rome doth err in teaching, that Attrition is turned 
into Contrition by ſubmitting to the Power of the Keys; 

But this Error is deſtructive to the Salvation of all that believe 

it. 

Therefore it may err in Matters neceſſary to Salvation. 

That it is an Error. Becauſe of the Condition of Remiſſion of Sins, 
which is Before the Being of a Church; and therefore cannot de- 
pend on the Authority of the Church. 

8. The Church of Rome enjoineth to believe 7; aaſebBantiation, and 
to profeſs that which is falſe. For there is Scripture and Tradition for 
the Preſence of the Body and Blood of Chriſt in the Euchariſt ; but nei- 
ther Scripture, nor 71 radition for 7 ranſubſtantiation viz. for aboliſhing the 
Elements ; 

But the Church of Rome enjoins to believe it. 

Therefore it enjoins to believe that for which there is eidhiir Trads- 
tion nor Scripture. Witneſs the Fathers that own the Elements 
after Conſecration. | | 

9. The Council of Trent enjoineth to believe, that Chriſt inſtituted a 
new Paſſover to be ſacrificed as well as repreſented, commemorated, and 

olfered in the Euchariſt, de Sacrific. Miſſæ, cap. 1. which is falle ; 

For the Sacrifice of Chriſt s Croſs is commemorated; repreſented” and 
offered as ready to be lain in and by the Euchariſt ; but not ſlain, 
ant therefore not ſacrificed in it, and by celebrating i . 


2 1 And 
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And therefore when it is ſaid there, c. 11. quod in Miſſa Chriſtus incru- 
ente immolatur, if it be meant proper?) it is a Contradliction; for 
that which hath Blood is not ſacrificed, but by ſhedding the Blood 
of it; if figuratively, it ſignifies no more than that which I. have 
ſaid, that it is repreſented, commemorated and offered as ſlain. 

And therefore all Parts agreeing to this, the Church of Rome requiring 
more is guilty of the Schiſm that comes by refuſing it. For the 

Propitiation of the Sacrifice of the Euchariſt is the Propitiation of 
Chriſt's Croſs purchaſed for them that are qualify d. 

10. The Council of Trext commends the Maſs without the Communi- 

on, cap. 6. ; wherein it erreth ; 

For the Communion being the reſtoring of the Covenant of Baptiſin 
after Sin, the Want of it without the Deſire of it, is to be la- 
mented not commended, as deſtructive of the Means of Salva- 
tion. 

11. There is neither Scripture nor Tradition for praying to Saints 

departed, or any Evidence that they hear our Prayers. 

Therefore it evidences a Carnal Hope, that God will abate of the Co- 
venant of our Baptiſm, which is the Condition of our Salvation, 
for their Sakes. 


12. To pray to them for thoſe things which only God can give ( as 


all Papiſts do) is by the proper Senſe of their Words downright Ido- 
latry. | 

it they ſay their meaning is by a Figure only to deſire them to pro- 
cure their Requeſts of God ; How dare any Chriſtian truſt his 
Soul with that Church, which teaches that which muſt needs be I- 
dolatry in all that underſtand not the Figure? 

13. There is neither Scripture nor Tradition for worſhipping the Craß, 

the Images, and Reliques of Saints; 

Therefore it evidences the ſame Carnal Hope, that God will abate of 
his Goſpel for ſuch Bribes. Which is the Will-worſhip of aſſes, 
Pilgrimages, and Indulgences to that Purpoſe. 

14. Neither Scripture nor Tradition is there for the removing any Soul 

out of Purgatory unto the Beatifical Viſion before the Day of Judgment; 

Therefore the ſame Carnal Hope is ſeen in the Will-worſhip of Maſ- 
ſes, Indulgences, Pilgrimages and the like for that Purpoſe : And 
that deſtructive to the Salvation of all that believe that the guilt of 
their Sins is taken away by ſubmitting to the Keys before they be 
contrite ; andthe Temporal Penalty remaining in Purgatory paid by 
theſe W:/l-worſhips. 3 | 

1 5. Both Scripture and Tradition condemn the Depoſing of Princes, and 

acquitting their Subjects of their Alegiance, and enjoyning them to take 
Arms for them whom the Pope ſubſtitutes. | 

And this Doctrine is not only falſe, but in my Opinion properly He- 

reſy ; yet practiſed by ſo many Popes. 


The Church may be divided, that Sa/vation may be had on both ſides, | 


Inſtances. The Schiſms of the Popes. The Schiſm of Acacius. The 
Schiſm between the Greeks and the Latins. 

T hold the Schiſm for the Reformation to be of this kind. 

ButT do not allow Salvation to any that ſhall change, having theſe Rea- 
ſons before him; tho I allow the Reformation not to be perfect in 
ſome Points of leſs moment, as Prayer for the dead, and others. 

Remember always that the Popz/þChurch of England can never beCanont- 

_ cally governed being immediately under the Pope. 16, There 
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16. There is both Scripture and Tradition for the Scriptures and Ser- 
vice in a known Tongue; and for the Euchariſt in both Kinds. * 
How then can any Chriſtian truſt his Soul with that Church, which 
hath the Conſcience to bar him of ſuch Helps provided by God: 


Theſe are all his own Words without Addition or Alteration. And 
what think you now of Mr. Thorndike? Was this Man a ſecret Friend to 


the Church of Rome do you think? Who faith fo plainly, that a Man 


cannot embrace the Communion of that Church without Hazard of his 
Salvation. 

R. P. I did little think by the Uſe 7. G. on all Occaſions makes of 
him, that he had been a Man of ſuch Principles. But J think T. G. had 
as good have let him alone, as have given Occaſion for producing ſuch 
Teſtimonies of the Thoughts which a Man of his Learning and Fame had, 


concerning the Church of Rome. However, you ſee, he holds the Preſence © 


of the Body and Blood of Chriſt in the Euchariſt ; and can you reconcile 
this, to what you aſſerted to be the Doctrine of the Church of England? 

P. D. Xes, very well. If you compare what he ſaith here, with 
what he declares more at large in his Book, wherein you may read theſe 
remarkable Words to this Purpoſe. F it can any way be ſpewed, that the 


Church did ever pray that the Fleſh and Blood might be ſubſtituted inflead of Laws of 
the Elements under the Accidents of them, then I am content that this be the Ch. 


accounted henceforth the Sacramental Preſence of them in the Euchariſt. But 
if the Church only pray, that the Spirit of God, coming down upon the Ele- 
ments, may make them the Body and Blood of Chriſt, ſo that they which re- 
ceive them may be filled with the Grace of his Spirit ; then is it not the 
Senſe of the Catholick Church, that can oblige any Man to believe the abo- 
liſhing of the Elements in their Bodily Subſtance ;>becauſe ſuppoſing that they 


h. 4. p. 
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remain, they may nevertheleſs come to be the Inſtrument of Gods Spirit to 


convey the Operation thereof to them that are diſpoſed to receive it, no other- 
wiſe than his Fleſh and Blood conveyed the Efficacy thereof upon Earth: 
And that I ſuppoſe is Reaſon enough to call it the Body and Blood of Chriſt 
Sacramentally, that is to ſay as in the Sacrament of the Euchariſt, And in 
two or three Places more he ſpeaks to the ſame Purpoſe. 


N. P. Hold, Sir, I beſeech you; you have ſaid enough; you will 


fall back again to Tranſubſtantiation in ſpite of my Heart. 
P. D. What? When J only anſwer a Queſtion you asked me?: 
R. P. Enough of Mr. Thorndike; unleſs he were more our Friend, 


than J find he was. I pray what ſay you to Archbiſhop Mitgift: 


P. D. Hath 7. G. perſuaded you, that he is turned Puritan, above Se- 
venty Years after his Death, who never was ſuſpected for it while he 
was living, nor ſince, till the transforming Days of T. G.. | 

R. P. You may jeer as you pleaſe; but 7. 6. tells a notable Story of 
the Lambeth Articles, and how Q. Elizabeth's Black Husband was like to 
have been divorced from her upon them, and how K. Fames would not 
receive them into the Articles of the Church. And all this, as well as 
many other good things, he hath out of one P. Heylin. Is the Man 
alive, I pray, that we may give him our due thanks for the Service he 
hath done us upon many Occaſions? For we have written whole Books 
againſt the Reformation, out of his Hiſtory of it; and J find . G. relies 


Dial. p. 44: 
&c. 


as much upon him as other good Catholicks do on Cochlæus, and Surius ; 


or as he doth at other times on the Patronus bong Fidei. 


P. B. Dr. 
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P. D. Dr. Heylin was a Man of very good Parts and Learning , and 
who did write Hiſtory pleaſantly enough ; but in ſome things he was 
too much a Party to be an Hiſtorian; and being deeply concerned in 


ſome Quarrels himſelf, all his Hiſtorical Writings about our Church do 


plainly diſcover which ſide he eſpouſed : Which to me doth not ſeem to 


agree with the Impartiality of an Hiſtorian. And if he could but throw 


Dirt on that which he accounted the Puritan Party, from the Beginning 
of the Reformation, he matter'd not though the whole Reformation ſut- 
fered by it. Burt for all this he was far trom being a Friend either to 
the Church or Court of Rome; and next to Puritaniſm, I believe he hated 
Popery molt ; ſo that if he had been alive, and you had gone to thank 
him for the Service he had done you, in all probability you had provo- 
ked him to have written as ſharply againſt you as ever he wrote againſt 
the Puritans. But what is all this to Archbiſhop Whitgift's being ſuſpetted 
for a Puritan? Dares P. Heylin ſuggeſt any ſuch thing? No, he knew 


cypr.Angl. him too well: And faith, That by his Contrivance the Puritan Faction was 


Pi. 62, 


ſo muxæled that they were not able to bark in a long time after. Had he then 
any Suſpicion of his being Puritanically inclined? And as to the Lambeth 
Articles, they only prove that he held thoſe Opinions contained in them, 
and recommended them to the Univerſity to ſuppreſs the Diſputes which 


had been there raiſed concerning them. And what then? doth this ren- 


der him ſuſpected for a Puritan at that time? When many of the great- 
eſt Anti-Puritans were zealous Defenders of thoſe Opinions. In all Q. 
Elizabeth's time and aiter, the Name of Puritans, ſignified the Oppoſers 
of our Government, and the Service and Orders of our Church; and ſome 
have undertaken to name the Perſon, who firſt applyed this Name to 
the Aſertors of theſe Dodrinal Points, towards the latter End of K. 
James. This is certain, (which is moſt material to our Purpoſe ) that 
when K. Charles I. publiſh'd his Declaration to prevent unneceſſary Di- 
ſputations about theſe Points, he faith, That they did all agree in the true 


Obr. Angl. uſual literal Meaning of. the ſaid Articles of our Church; and that even in 


P. 189. 


thoſe curious Points in which the preſent Differences lye , Men of all Sorts 
take the Articles of the Church of England to be for them; which is an Ar- 
gument again, none of them intend any Deſertion of the Articles eſtabliſhed. 
And which is a certain Argument, that even at that time no Man was 
charged with Diſaffection to the Church of England meerly on the Ac- 
count of theſe Doctrinal Points. 
R. P. But what was it which Archbiſhop Whizgife faith; for J. C. 
faith, even that will involve him more in the Suſpicion of Puritaniſm. 
P. D. His Words are theſe, 7 do as much miſlike the Diſtindtion of the 
Papiſts, and the Intent of it, as any Man doth; neither do 1 go about to ex- 
cuſe them from wicked and (without Repentance, and God's fingular Mercy, ) 
damnable Idolatry. This is enough to Dr. Sts Purpoſe; and afterwards 
he ſaith, He placeth the Papiſts among wicked and damnable Idolaters. Is 
not this Home,do you think ? 
R. P. But doth not he ſay, That one kind of Idolatry is, when the true 
God is worſhipped by other Means and Ways than he hath preſcribed or would 


9417.46, be worſhipped? And according to Dr. Sr. this is the Fundamental Principle 
47. &. of thoſe who ſeparate from the Church of England, that nothing is lawful 


in the Worſhip of God, but what he hath expreſly commanded: Therefore 
according to Dr. St. himſelf, Archbiſhop Whitgitt was a Puritan. 


P. D. It is notably argued, I confeſs; and thence it follows, if Arch- 
biſhop Whzzgzft had underſtood the Force of his own Principle, he e 
| ave 
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d have ſeparated from the Church of England. But is it not plain to che 
15 common Senſe of any Man that Archbiſhop Whizgife writing on behalf 
in | of our Ceremonies, and againſt this very Principle in T. G., his Words 
Io could not bear that meaning; and therefore Dr. St. had great Reaſon to 
0 ſay, that his meaning in thoſe Words was, againſt his expreſs Command, 
w as appears by the Application of them 2 So that either you muſt make 
74 | Archbiſhop Whitgift ſo weak a Man as to overthrow the Deſign of his 
1 whole Book, or this muſt be his meaning which Dr. St. aſſigns. 

to R. P. But Dr. St. himſelf makes the charging Papiſts to be Idolaters, Dial. p. 47. 
Ni 4 dliſtinctive Sign of Puritaniſm. | | 

ik P. D. Are you in earneſt? I pray, when and where? For then I am 
0- | ſure he contradicts himſelf ; for his Deſign is to prove juſt the contrary. 
ſt | Name me the Page, I beſèech you, that I may judge of it. 

ed R. P. Why, doth he not ſay, That it is the Fundamental Principle of 
0 Puritaniſm, that nothing is lawful in the Worſhip of God, but what he hath 
4 expreſly commanded? ; 

en Pp. D. And what then? 

th | R. P. Then. Hold a little—then—it will not do. 

m, | P. D. I think not, truly. If this be the Fundamental Principle of Pu- 
ch ritans, That nothing is lawful in the Worſhip of God , but what is comman- 
n- ded; then to charge the Church of Rome with Idolatry is à diſtinctive Sign 
t- of Puritaniſm. How many Cords are neceſſary to tye theſe Two toge- 
Q. ther? (I.) Can no one Charge the Papiſts with 7dolatry, but by vertue 
279 of this Principle? I do hold, whatever God hath not forbidden, to be 
ne lawful in his Worſhip ; but may not I at the ſame time, hold ſome kind 
to of prohibited W to be Jdolatry? I can hardly imagine a Man of 
K. 7. 6.'s Subtilty could write thus. But that you have the Book by you, 
lat and tell me ſo, I could not have believed it. (2.) Thoſe who do hold 
1 this Principle, do not preſently make every thing «»/awful to be an Idol 
rue by vertue of it. For they do not deduce this Unlawtulneſs from the 
in Prohibition of Idolatry, but from the Perfection and Sufficiency of the Scrip- 
rts tures as a Rule of Worſhip, and they ſay, we muſt not add thereto; and 
Ar- therefore no Human Invention muſt be uſed in the Worſhip of God. Now 
ed. judge you whether, . according to this Principle, there can be nothing 
Vas unlawful, but it muſt be an Idol? | 
\c- R. P. This was an Overſight, T ſuppoſe, in him: Let it paſs. But 


what makes Dr. Sz. vary ſo much from his old Principle in his Irenicum, _ 
wherein he aſſerted, That nothing is lawful in the immediate Worſhip of Diel p.49. 
God, But what is commanded; this muſt come either from a greater Light 
the Spirit, or from the weighty Conſiderations mentioned by the Patronus bon “ * "B 
Fidei, when he faith, Quicquid Cl. Stilling fleet delinitus & occacatus opi- oy 
mitate & obeſitate ſuorum ſacerdotiorum, &c. 

P. D. For the malicious ſuggeſtions of ſo wretched a Calumniator, as 
the Patronus bone Fidei appears to be throughout that Book, they are 
not worth taking Notice of by any one that doth not ſearch for Dung- 
hils. It is Dr. St.s Honour to be reproached by a Man who hath made 
it his Buſineſs to reproach the beſt Church in Chriſtendom , and to under- 
mine all Churches, above Thirty Years; and yet the ungrateful Creature 
hath in ſome Meaſure lived upon the Revenues of that Church himſelf, 
which he hath ſo ſhamefully reviled; being in great Part ſupported by the 
Bounty of a very worthy and learned Church-Man, who is nearly related 
to him. But as to the Contradiction charged on Dr. St. J begin to ſuſ- 
pect 7. G. more than ever I did. For doth not Dr. S:. in that Place di- 

F ſtinguiſn 
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ſtinguith between immediate Ads and Parts of Worſhip, and Circumſtances 
1 Belonzing to thoſe Ads, even in the very Words alledged by T. G. And 
Reſp.ad doth not he fay expreſly, That he doth not ſpeak of zheſe, but of the 
Able former? And is not the very ſame Diſtinct ion uſed by BiſhopAndrems, Biſnop 
pr? MG Sanderſon, and the moſt zealous Defenders of the Rites of our Church? 
with Bur- Why then muſt he be ſuppoſed to have changed his Mind as to this 
op 2 Principle, when he ſaid no more at that time, than what the moſt genu- 
Apelyg.c 6. ine Sons of our Church have aſſerted, among whom I do not queſtion 
1 45 Biſhop Andrews and Biſhop Sanderſon will be allowed to paſs. And they 
Pretace to diſtinguiſh after the ſame manner, between the weceſſary Parts of Worſhip, 
his Serm. for which they ſuppoſe a Command neceſſary, as well as Dr. St.; and the 
* 1 Accidental and mutable Circumſtances attending the ſame for Order, 
zonſ.prel. Comelineſs, and Edifications Sake, which are lawful, if not contrary to 


. deck. 33. God's Command. And doth not Dr. St. ſay the very ſame thing? wiz. 


That in Matters of meer Decency and Order in the Church of God, it is. 


enough to make things lawful if they are not forbidden. Let us now com- 


pare this Saying with what he calls the Fundamental Principle of Separa- 


tion; That nothing is lawful in the Worſhip of God, but what he hath ex- 
preſly commanded: And can any thing be more contradictory to this, than 


what Dr. Sz. lays down as a Principle in that very Page of his Trenicum? 


That an expreſs and poſitive Command is not neceſſary to make a thing law- 
ful; but a Non: prohibition by a Law is ſufficient for that. Where then lay 
. 6.s Underſtanding or Ingenuity, when he mentions ſuch a great 
Change in the Dr. as to this Principle, when he owned the very fame 
Principle, even in that Book, and that very Page he quotes to the con- 


trary? . G. doth preſume good Catholick Readers will take his Word 


without looking farther: And I ſcarce ever knew a Writer who ſtands 
more in need of the good Opinion of his Reader in this kind, than 7. 
G. doth. As J ſhall make it fully appear, if you hold on this Diſcourte 
with me; for T have taken ſome Pains to conſider T. 6.'s Manner of 
dealing with his Adverſary. But this is too groſs a way of impoſing 
upon the Credulity of Readers ; yet this is their common Method of 
dealing with Dr. St. When they intend to write againſt him then, have 
you Dr. St.'s Irenicum 2 Hoping to find Matter there to expoſe him to 
the hatred of the Biſhops; and to repreſent him as unfit to defend the 
Church of England. Tt this takes not, then they pick Sentences and 
 Hali-Sentences from the Series of the Diſcourſe, and laying theſe toge- 
ther, cry, Look ye here, is this a Man fit to defend your Church, that ſo 
contradiits himſelf thus, and thus? When any common Underſtanding by 
comparing the Places, will find them either falſly repreſented, or eaſily 
reconciled. In truth, Sir, I think you have ſhewed as little Learning, 
or Skill, or Ingenuity in anſwering him, as any One Adverſary that 
ever appeared againſt your Church : and eſpecially, when 7. G. goes 
about to prove that he contradicts himſelf, or the Senſe of the Church 
of England. © 
R. P. But I pray tell me, if this Charge of Idolatry were agreeable 
to the Senſe of the Church of England, why the Articles of the Church do 
only reject the Romith Doctrine concerning Worſhipping and Adoration of L 
mages, not as Idolatry, but as a fond thing vainly invented and grounded upon 
Dial-p. 5 1. 20 warranty of Scripture, but rather repugnant to the Word of God ? 
&c. For, I perceive this ſticks much with T. G. and from hence he concludes 
Þ. 6, Dr. St. to contradict the Seyſe of it, who is the Champion of the Church 
„„ and 


FD. 


ca oc e oo eco c—c-—n—nuu wo Ca ec es [Rs 


I 32 Eon B99. tt. Eo. £5. Wed ee 7 oh 


WO 


IDoLaT "GY of the Church of R 0 N f. _ 


P. D. I perceive 7. G. kept this for a parting Blow, after which he 
thought fit to breathe a while, having ſpent ſo many Spirits in this En- 
counter; but methinks his Arm grows feeble, and although his Fury 
be as great as ever, yet his Strength is decayed. Ard in my mind it doth 
not become a Man of his Chivalry, ſo often to leave his Lance, and to 
run with open Mouth upon his Adverſary, and to B;ite till his Teeth meet. 
For what mean the unhandſome Reflections he makes on all occaſions, 


aal 


upon his being the 22 of the Church of England; and the Church Dial. p. fa. 


of England's having cauſe to be aſhamed of ſuch a Champion; and of his put- P. 150. 


ting him in mind of his Duty as the Champion of the Church, not to betr 
the Church he pretends to defend? Where doth he ever aſſume any ſuch 2 
tle to himſelf 2 or ever entred the Liſts, but on the account of Obedi- 
ence, or upon great Provocation? The Name of Champion ſavours 
too much of Vanity and Oſtentation; whereas he only ſhewed how ea- 
ſily the Cauſe could be defended, when his Superiors firſt commanded 
ſuch a Stripling as he then was, to undertake the Defence of it. But 
T ſhall ſet aſide theſe Reflections, and come to the Point of our Articles; 
and therein conſider, x. What T. G. objects. 2. What Dr. Sz. anſwer- 
ed. 3. Which way the Senſe of the Articles is to be interpreted. T. G. 
looks upon it as a notable Obſervation, That the Compilers of the XXXIX 
Articles (in which is contained the Doctrine of the Church of England) ſuf- 
ficiently inſinuate, that they could find no ſuch Command forbidding the Wor- 
ſhip of Images, when they rejected the Adoration of Images, not as Idolatry, 
but only as a fond thing vainly invented, nor as 1 7 to the plain Words 
of Scripture, but as rather repugnant to the Word of God ; which Qualifica- 
tion of theirs, * us plainly to underſtand, that they had done their Eu- 
deavours to find ſuch a Command, but could meet with none. To which Dr. 
St. gives this Anſwer, that the Force of all he faith, lies upon the Words 


of the Engliſh Tranſlation; whereas if he had looked on the Latin, 


wherein they give account of their Doctrine to Foreign Churches, this 
Criticiſm had been loſt ; the Words being immo verbo Dei contradicit; 
whereby it appears that rather is not uſed as a Term of Diminution, but 
4 2 more vehement Affirmation. And what faith T. G. I pray, to 
tlus? | | 


R. P. T. G. repeats his own Words at large, and then blames the Com- 


pilers of the Articles for want of Grammar, if they intend the Word rather 6 


to affect the Words that follow. | 
P. D. But what is all this to the Latin Articles which Dr. St. appealed 


to, for Explication of the Eng/iſh? And for the Love of Grammar, let 


7.6. tell us whether there be not a more vehement Affirmation in thoſe 
Words, immo verbo Dei contradicit. Either T. G. ſhould never have 


mentioned this more, or have ſaid ſomething more to the Purpoſe. For 


doth he think our Biſpops and Clergy were not careful that their true 
Senſe were ſet forth in the Latin Articles? And their Senſe being ſo pe- 
remptory herein, and contrary to 7. G. is there not all the Reaſon in 


P. 162. 


Dial. p.59. 


o, 61. 


the World to explain the Engliſh Articles by the Latin, ſince we are ſure 


they had not Two Meanings This is ſo plain, J am aſhamed to ſay a 


Word more to it. 


R. P. But 7. G. is very pleaſant in deſcribing the Arguments Dr. Sr. 
brings to prove the Articles to make the Worſhip of Images 
Idolatry, becauſe it is called Adoration of Images ; and faid to be 
the Romiſh Doctrine about Adoration. But after the Cat hath play'd with 
the Mouſe as long as he thinks fir, leaping and frisking with him in his 


2 Claws, 
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Claws, at laſt he falls on him with his Teeth, and hardly leaves a Bone 
behind him. Aſter he hath mufter'd his Arguments, and drawn them out 
in Rank and File, and made one Charge upon another; for the Pleaſure 
of the Reader, he then gives him a plain and ſolid Anſwer ; Viz. By 
the Words Romiſh Doctrine concerning Adoration of Images, may be under- 
ſtood, either the Doctrine taught in her Schools, which being but the O- 
Ppinions of particular Perſons, no Man is bound to follow ; or the Doctrine 
taught in her Councils, which all thoſe of her Communion are bound to ſubmit 
to. If the Doctrine which the Church of England chargeth, be that which 
1s taught by ſome of her School-Divines (which he takes to be her true mean- 
ing) this is alſo denied (at leaſt by thoſe very Divines who teach it) to be 
Idolatry. If by the Romiſh Doctrine be meant the Doctrine of Councils 
owned by the Church of Rome concerning Wor (hipping and Adoration of Ima- 
ges, then herein ſhe is vindicated from Idolatry by Eminent Divines 
that have been eſteemed True and Genuine Sons of the Church of En- 
land. | ; 
- P. D. And doth this mighty Effort come to this at laſt 2 What pity 
it is T. G. had no better a Cauſe, he ſets this off ſo prettily > and daz- 
zles the Eyes of his Beholders with the Duſt he raiſes, ſo that thoſe 
who do not narrowly look into his Feats of Activity, would imagine him 
ſtill ſtanding, when he is only endeavouring to recover a Fall, For 1. 
By Adoration of Images, our Church doth not mean that which their 


School-Divines call Adoration of Images, as they diſtinguiſh it from Ve- 


eration of them, but it means all that Religious Worſhip which by the 
allowed Doctrine and Practice of the Roman Church is given to Images. 


And this is juſt the Caſe of the Council of Franctford, (concerning 


which I hear T. G. faith not one Word in his laſt Book, and T commend 
him for it) the Weſtern Biſhops condemn Adoration of Images: Very 
true, faith T. G. and his Brethren, but all this was a bare Miſtake of the 
Nicene Council, which never approved Adoration of Images, But only an 
Inferior Worſhip ; but Dr. St. hath ſhewed, - that the Franckford Council 
knew of this Diſtinction well enough, and notwithſtanding their denying 
it, the Weſtern Church did judge, that the Worſhip which they gave to 
Images was really Adoration, whether they called it ſo or not. Juſt ſo it 
is with the Church of England, in reference to the Church of Rome ; 
this diſtinguiſhes Adoration from Inferior Worſhip ; but our Church owns 


no ſuch Diſtinction, and calls that Religious Worſhip which they give to 


Images, Adoration ; and ſuppoſing it were really fo, Dr. St. faith, their 
own Divines yield it to be Idolatry ; i. e. the Church of England calls their 
Worſhip of Images Adoration, or giving Divine Worſhip to a Creature, but 
their Divines do yield this is Idolatry; and therefore the Church of En- 
gland doth charge the Church of Rome with Idolatry. But how ſubtilly 
had 7. G. altered the whole Force of the Argument > by taking Adora- 
tion not in the Senſe of our Church, but of their School Divines; and 
then telling us, That even thoſe School- Divines who teach Adoration of I- 
mages deny it to be Idolatry. And whoever expected they ſhould confeſs 
themſelves guilty 2 But what is this, to the Senſe of the Church of En- 
gland > Where doth it allow ſuch a Diſtinction of Divine Worſhip into 
that which is Superior and Inferior, or that which is proper to Gad, and 
that which is not 2 2. By Romifh Doctrine the Church of England doth not 
mean the Doctrine of the School-Divines ; but the Doctrine received and al- 
lowed in that Church from whence the Worſhip of Images is required and 
practiſed. Such kind of Worſhip I mean, as is juſtihed and defended in 
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common among them, without their School- Diſtinctions; ſuch Worſhip as 
was required here in the Recantation of the Lollards, as Dr. St. obſerves, 
I do ſwear to God and all his Seynts upon this Holy Goſpel, that fro this 
Day froward I ſhall worſhip Images with praying and offering unto them in 
the Worſhip of the Seynts that they be made 7 ; ſuch Worſbip as was 
required here by the Conſt ztutzons of Arundel, A. D. 1408. with Proceſſi- 
ons,” Genuflettions, Thurifications, Deoſculations, Oblations, Burnings of 
Lights, and Pilgrimages, which are called Acts of Adoration ; and this Con- 
ſtitution Was a part of the Canon Law of England, which all Perſons were 
then bound to obſerve, or elfe might be proceeded againſt as Lo/ards. 
And this is that which Dr. St. inſiſts upon, was the thing condemned 
by the Articles of our Church, viz. the Worſhip of Images which was re- 
quired and practiſed here in England. And what Reaſon have we to run to 
Schaol-Divines for the Senſe of Matters of daily Pradlice, as the Wor- 
ſhip of Images was before the Reformation 2 And ſo J conclude, if this be 


Defence, 
p. 581. 


all T. 6. in ſo long time hath had to ſay about this Matter, ( viz. above 


Four Years ſince Dr. St. s General Preface was Publiſned) he hath very 


unreaſonably charged him with d iſſenting from che Church of England in 
this nge of af. e rods ne o o e k 


FE. L hope yon have done for this Time ; and if you catch me again 
loſing ſo much Time in hearing Fending and Proving about the Church 
of England, I will give you leave to call me Fanatick. If you have a- 


ny thing more of this kind, talk it out your ſelves if you pleaſe. ' I ex- 


pected to have had-ſome comfortable Talk with my oſd Friend about Li- 
berty of Conſcience; and how many precious Hours have you loſt about 
the Church of England > This will never do our Buſineſs. If you pleaſe, 


my good Friend, you and I will meet in private at ſuch a Place To- 


=" 


P. D. Nay Sir, let me not be excluded your Company, ſince T am 
ſo accidentally fal'n into it; and have but Patience to hear us talk out 
theſe Matters, ſince we have begun them. For I hear your Friend's 
Friend F. G. hath ſaid ſome things wherein your Cauſe is concerned. 

F.C. J do intend for the py again To-morrow, and if I can ea- 
ſily get the Books I look for, I will bear you Company; otherwiſe go 
on with your Diſcourſe, and T will come to you when I have made 
my Adventures. It is poſſible I may meet with ſome of them to Night; 
for I hear them at Rutherford, and Gilleſpee, and our Divinity follows juſt 
after the Scotch. Which was well obſerved by the Catalogue: mater: For 


the Covenant bound us to reform according to the Pattern of the Church of 


Scotland, : On | 
R. P. You intend then to meet here again To-morrow at Three of 
the Clock, to purſue our Conferences about theſe Matters. I will not 


fail you; and fo adieu. 


The End of the F rst Conference. 
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About theConſequences of theCharge IpoLAT RV. 


. 9. OW long have you been at the Auction ? 
R. P. Above an Hour; for I had a great Deſire to ſee 
how the Books were ſold at them. 
P. D. And I pray what do you obſerve concerning the 
buying of Books here ? | 
R. P. I find it a pretty humourſome thing: And ſometimes Men give 


greater Rates for Books, than they may buy them for in the Shops ; 
and yet generally, Books are ſold dearer here, than in any Part of 


Europe. 


P. D. What Reaſon can you give for that? 

R. P. One is, That the Scholars of England allow themſelves greater 
Liberty in Learning, than they do in foreign Parts, where commonly 
only One Kind of Learning is in Eſteem in a Place; but here a Man 
that intends a Library, buys all Sorts of Books; and that makes your 
Traders in Books bring over from all Parts, and of all Kinds, and when 
they have them in their Hands, they make the Buyers pay for their 
Curioſity. In 7taly it is a rare thing to meet with a Greek Book in the 
Shops: In Spain you ſee nothing almoſt beſides Prayer-Books, Novels, 


and School-Drvinity. At Antwerp and Lions, School-Divinity, and Lives 


of the Saints are moſt ſold. At Paris indeed there is greater Variety. 
But we obſerve it Abroad, that in the beſt Catholick Countreys, Lear- 
ning is in leaſt Eſteem; as in Spain and Italy. And where Learning is 
more in Vogue, as in France, you ſee how ready they are to quarrel 
with the Pope, and to fall into Heats and Controverſies about Religion. 
And therefore to deal freely with you, I am not at all pleaſed to ſee 


this Eagerneſs of buying Books among you. For as long as Learning 


holds up, we ſee little Hopes of prevailing, though we and the Fanaticks 
had Liberty of Conſcience; ſince upon long Experience we find Ignorance 
and our Devotion, to agree as well as Mother and Daughter. 


P. D. J am glad of any Symptom that we are like to hold in our 


Wits; and J think your Obſervation is true enough. I have only one 
thing to add to it, which is, That it was not Luther, or Zuingliis that 
contributed ſo much to the Reformation, as Eraſmus ; eſpecially among 
us in England. For Eraſmus was the Man who awakened Mens Under- 


ſtandings, and brought them from the Friars Divinity to a Reliſh of ge- 


neral Learning : He by his Wit laughed down the imperious Tgnorance 
of the Monks, and made them the Scorn of Chriſtendom : And by his 
Learning he brought moſt of the Latin Fathers to Light, and publiſhed 
them with excellent Editions, and uſeful Notes; by which Means Men 


of Parts ſet themſelves to conſider the Ancient Church from the Wri- 


tings of the Fathers themſelves, and not from tlie Canoniſts and Schoo!- 
| | Men. 
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men. So that moſt learned and impartial Men were prepared for the 
Doctrines of the Reformation before it brake forth, For it is a fooliſh 
thing to imagine that a Quarrel between Two Monks at Wittemberg 
ſhould make ſuch an Alteration in the State of Chriſtendom. But things 
had been tending that way a good while before, by the gradual Reſto- 
ration of Learning in theſe Weſtern Parts. The Greeks coming into 
Italy after the taking of Conſtantinople, and bringing their Books with 
them, laid the Firſt Foundation of it; then ſome of the Princes of Italy 
advanced their own Reputation by the Encouragement they gave to it: 
From thence it ſpread into Germany, and there Reuchlin and his Compa- 
nions joyned Hebrew with Greek ; from thence it came into Fance and 
England. When Men had by this Means attained to ſome Skill in Lan- 
guages, they thought it neceſſary to ſearch the Old and New Teſtament 
in their Original Tongues, which they had heard of, but few had ſeen, 
not above One Greek Teſtament being to be found in all Germany ; then 
Eraſmus prints it with his Nozes, which infinitely took among all pious 


and learned Men, and as much enraged the Monks and Friars, and all 


the faſt Friends to their Dulneſs and Superſtition. When Men had from 
reading the Scripture and Fathers formed in their Minds a true Notion of 
the Chriſtian Religion and of the Government and Practices of the Anci- 
ent Church, and compared that with what they ſaw in their own Age, 
they wondred at the Difference, and were aſtoniſhed to think how ſuch 
an Alteration ſhould happen; but then, they reflected on the Barbariſin 
of the foregoing Ages, the gradual Encroachments of the Bzſhop of 
Rome, the ſuiting of Doctrines and Practices to carry on a temporal In- 
tereſt , the Compliance with the ſuperſtitious Humours of People, the 
vaſt Numbers of Monks and Friars, whoſe Intereſt lay in the upholding 
theſe things, and when they laid theſe things together, they did not wonder 
at theDegeneracy they ſaw in theChriſtianChurch. All the Difficulty was, 
how to recover theChurch out of this State; and this puzzled the wiſeſt 
Men among them; ſome thought the ill Humours were grown ſo natural to 
theBody, that it would hazard the State of it to attempt a ſudden Purging 
them quite away ; and that a violentReformation would do more Miſchief 
thanGood, by popular Tumults, by Schiſm andSacriledge; and although ſuch 
Perſons ſaw the Corruptions, and wiſhed them Reformed ;- yet conſide- 


ring the Hazard of a ſudden Change, they thought it beſt for particular. 


Perſons to inform the World better, and ſo by Degrees bring it about, 
than to make any violent Diſturbance in the Church. While theſe things 
were conſidered of by. wiſer Men, the Pope goes on to abuſe the People 
with the Trade of Indulgences; and his Officers in Germany were ſo im- 
pudent in this Trade, that a bold Monk at Wittemberg deties them, and 
of a ſudden lays open the Cheat, and this Diſcovery immediately ſpread 


like Wild-fire; and fo they went on from one thing to another, till the 


People were enraged at being ſo long and ſogrofly abuſed andTyranized 


no Diſorders and Heats ſhould happen in the Management of it; which 
gave Diſtaſtes to ſuch Perſons as Eraſmus was, which made him like ſo 
ill the Wittemberg Reformation, and whatever was carried on by popular 
Tumults. Yet Roffnus faith, that the Duke of Saxony before he would 


over. But when Reformation begins below, it is not to be expected that 


declare himſelf in Favour of Luther, asked Eraſmus his Opinion 7 Re. 

concerning him; who gave him this Anſwer, That Luther vir. Fre, 

touched upon Two Dangerous Points, the Monks Bellies, and ſapiens. 
5 the 
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the Pope's Crown ; that his Doctrine was true and certain, but he did not 
approve the manner of his Writing. But here in England, the Reformati- 
on was begun by the Conſent of the Xing and the Pi/hops, who yielded 
to the Retrenchment of the Pope's exorbitant Power, and the taking a- 
way ſome groſſer Abuſes in Henry the VIIIth's Time; but in Edward the 
VIth's Time, and Queen Elizabeth's, when it was ſettled on the Princi- 
ples it now ſtands, there was no ſuch Regard had to Luther, or Calvin, 
as toEraſmus and Melanct hon, whoſe Learning and Moderation were in great- 
er Eſteem here, than the Fiery Spirits of the other. From hence, things 
were carry'd with greater Temper, the Church ſettled with a Succeiſi- 
on of Biſhops ; the Liturgy reformed according to the Ancient Models ; 
ſome decent Ceremonies retained, without the Follies and Superſtitions 
which were before practiſed : And to prevent the Extravagancies of the 
People in the Interpreting of Scripture, the moſt excellent Paraphraſe 
of Eraſmus was tranſlated into Engliſh, and ſet up in Churches; and to 
this Day, Eraſmus is in far greater Eſteem among the Divines of our 
Church, than either Luther, or Calvin. | 

R. P. If this be true which you ſay, methinks your Divines ſhould 
have aCare of Broaching ſuch things, which do ſubvert the Foundation of all 
Ecclefraſtical Authority among you, as T. G. told Dr. St. the Charge of 1dolatry 


doth. For by vertue of this Charge, he faith, The Church of England remains 


deprived of the lawful Authority to uſe and exerciſe the Power of Orders; and 


conſequently the Authority of Governing, Preaching, and Adminiſtring the Sacra- 


ments, which thoſe of the Church of England challenge to themſelves, as deri- 
ved from the Church of Rome, can be no true and lawful Juriſdiction, but uſut- 
ped and Anti-Chriſtian.This J aſſure you, T. G. lays great Weight upon in 
his late Dzalogues, and charges him with Ignorance, and Tergiverſation, and 
other hard Words about it. So that IT have a mind to hear what you can 
ſay in his Defence about this, before I touch upon tlie other Conſequences 
which he urgeth upon this Charge of Idolatry. | 

P. D. With all my Heart. There are two things wherein the Force 
of 7. G.'s Argument lies. (1.) That which he calls his undeniable Maxim 
of Reaſon, viz. That no Man can give to another that which he hath not 
himſelf. (2.) That Idolatry lays Men under the Apoſtles Excommunication, 
and therefore are deprived of all lawful Authority to uſe or exerciſe the Power 


of Orders. 


In Anſwer to theſe, Two things are already proved by Dr. Sz. (1.) 
That the Sin of the Givers doth not hinder the Validity of Ordination. 
(2.) That the Chriſtian Church hath allowed the /awfu! Authority of 
giving and exerciſing the Power of Orders, in thoſe who have been con- 
demned for 7do/atry. Which he proves more briefly in his Preface, and 


at large in his laſt Book, from the Caſe of the Arian Biſhops. And now 


let any one judge whether 7. G. had any Cauſe to hector about this 
Matter for ſo many Pages together, as tho' he had either not underſtood, 
or not taken notice of the Force of his Argument. Concerning his un- 
deniable Maxim of Reaſon he obſerved, that it was the very Argument 
uſed by the Donatiſts to prove the Nullity of Baptiſm among Fereticks : 
And that the Anſwer given by the Church was, that the Iaſtrument was 
not the Giver, but the Firſt Inſtitutor ; and it the Miniſter keep to the 
Inſtitution, the Grace of the Sacrament may be conveyed tho' he hath it not 
himſelf. This Dr. St. thought very pertinent to ſhew, that where Power 
and Authority are conveyed by Men only as Inſtruments, the particular De- 
fault of ſuch Perſons, as Zerefy or Idolatry, do not hinder the Deriva- 
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tion of that Power or Authority to them. And this he proved to be the 
Senſe of the Chriſtian Church in the Ordinations of Fereticks. It is true, 
he did not then ſpeak to Authority ſo much as to Power; nor to Furiſ- 
diction, as it is called by the Schoo/-Divines, fo much as to the Validity 
of Ordination. But he proceeded upon a Parity of Reaſon in both Caſes, 
and could not imagine that any Perſons would ſuppoſe the Chriſtian 
Church would allow a Validity of Orders, without lawful Authority to 
uſe and exerciſe thoſe Orders. For in all the Inſtances produced by him 
from the Second Council of Nice, wherein undeniable Examples were 
brought of Ordinations of Hereticks allowed by the Ancient Fathers and 
Councils, (even thoſe of Nice, Epheſus and Calcedon, ) it was apparent 
that their Authority to uſe and exerciſe their Power of Orders, was allowed 
as well as their Ordinations: For he there ſhews, that Anatolius the Pre- 
fident of the Fourth Council was ordained by Dioſcorus in the Preſence of 
Eutyches ; that many of the Biſhops, who fat in the Sixth Council were 
ordained by Sergius, Pyrrhus, Paulus, and Petrus, who in that Council 
were declared Hereticts. And doth T. G. in earneſt think this doth not 
prove they had lawful Authority? What becomes then of the Authority 
of theſe Councils? Nay of the Authority of the Church it ſelf, 
when Tarſius there faith, as Dr. St. produceth him, They had 
no other Ordinations for Fifty Tears together. Doth this prove either 
Dr. St.'s Ignorance or Tergiverſation ? Is not this rather plain and convin- 


— 


cing Evidence, that the Chriſtian Church did allow, not barely the Vali- 


diity of Ordination by Hereticks, but the lawful Authority to uſe and exer- 


ciſe the Power of Orders? Which he likewiſe proves by the Greek Ordina- 
tions allowed by the Church of Rome; by which he doth not mean the 
Validity of the bare Orders, but all that Power and Authority which is 
conſequent upon them. For can any Man be ſo ſenſeleſs to think, that 
the Church of Rome only allowed the Sacrament of Orders among the 
Greeks, without any Authority to excommunicate or abſolve? What mean 
then theſe horrible Clamours by J. G. of Dr. St.s Iznorance, intolerable 
Miſtake, ſhameful Errors, Tergiverſation, and what not ? Becauſe he ſpeaks 
only to the Validity of Ordination, and not to the lawful Authority of exer- 
ciſing the Power of Orders. Whereas the contrary appears by that very 


| Preface about which theſe Outeries are made by E. V. and 7. G. What 


Ingenuity is to be expected from theſe Men, who deny that which they 
cannot but ſee 2 | | 
R. P. But T. G. gives this for a Taſte, not only what Candor and Sin- 
cerity, but what Skill in Church- Affairs you are to expect in the Reſt from 
Dr. St. which ſurely he would never have done, if he had ſpoken to 
the Point, — ; | | 
P. D. You may think as you pleaſe of him; I only tell you the 


Dral; p. 
132. 


Matter of Fact; and then do you judge where the Candor and Sincerity, 


where the Skill in Cburch-Affairs lies. 


R. P. But is it not an undeniable Maxim, that no Man can give to ano- 
ther, that which he hath not himſelf? And therefore it lies open to the Con- 
ſcience of every Man, That if the Church of Rome be guilty of Hereſy, 
much more, if guilty of Idolatry; it falls ander the Apoſtle's Excommunica- 
tion, Gal. 1. 8. aud ſo remains deprived of the lawful Authority to uſe and 
excerciſe the Power of Orders, and conſequently the Authority of Governing, 
Preaching, &c. This you ſee bids fair towards the Subverſion of all lawful 
Authority in the Church of England , if the Church of Rome were guilty 
of Idolatry when the Schiſm began; | Seay excommunicated Perſons being 


deprived 
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deprived of all lawful Authority themſelves can give none to others; and if 
thoſe others take any upon them, it muſt be uſurped and unlawful. | 

P. D. This is the terrible Argument which 7. G. produces again in 
Triumph, as though nothing were able to ſtand before it: And yet in my 
Mind 7. G. himſelf hath mightily weakned it by yielding the Validity 
of Ordinations made by Hereticts or Idolaters. For, if no Man can give 
that which he hath not; how can thoſe give Power and Authority who 
have none? But the Power of Orders doth neceſſarily carry Authority a- 
long with it: For it is Part of the Form of Orders in the Roman Church, 


dinat Preſ. Accipe Spiritum ſanctum, Quorum remiſſeritis, &c. So that a Power to 


byt. 
Concil. 
Trident. 
Seſſ. 23. 
c. 4. 


excommunicate and abſolve,is given by vertue of the very Form of Orders; 
and your Divines ſay, the Form is not compleat without it. But then, 
I pray, reſolve me theſe Queſtions. Is not a Power to excommunicate 
and abſobve a Part of that Juriſdiction which 7. G. doth diſtinguiſh from 
the bare Power of Orders ” 

R. P. Yes, without doubt. 

P. D. Is not this Power given by the very Form of Orders in your 
Church 2 5 

R. P. Yes, but what then? 


P. D. Doth not the Council of Trent ſay, The Character is imprinted 


upon ſaying thoſe Words, Accipe Spiritum ſanctum, &c. 
R. P. What would you be at? 
Pe. D. Is the Character of Orders given by Words that ſignify nothing, 


and carry no Effect along with them 2 


him through all. 


R. P. No certainly. + ; 

P. D. Then theſe Words have their Effect upon every Man that hath 
the Power of Orders. 

R. P. And what then? | 

P. D. Then, every one who hath the Power of Orders, hath the Power 
to excommunicate and abſolve. 

KN. F. Beit. | 

P. D. But the Power to excommunicate and abſolve, is a Part of Juriſ- 
dition ; therefore a Power of Orders carries a Power of Juriſdiction along 
with it; and conſequently valid Ordination muſt ſuppoſe lawful Authority 
to uſe and exerciſe the Power of Excommunication and Abſolution. 

R. P. In the Name of 7. 6. I deny that. 1 8 85 

P. D. Hold a little; you are denying the Concluſion. Conſider again 
what you deny. Do you deny this Power to be given in your Orders ? 

R. F, ND. x | 
P. D. Do you deny this Power to be Part of Juriſdiction? 

R. P. No. 

P. D. Then this Power of Juriſdiction is given wherever the Orders 
are valid. | 

R. P. This cannot be; for T. G. complains over and over of Dr. S:.'s 
Inorance, wilful and intolerable Miſtake, unbecoming a Writer of Controver- 


fees, for not diſtinguiſhing between the Validity of Ordination, and the 


Power of Juriſdiction; which he would never have done, if one had 
carried the other along with it. | 
P. D. Do not tell me, what 7. G. would, or would not have done. I 
tell you what he hath done ; and judge you now with what Advantage 
to himſelf. | 
R. P. But 7. G. is again up with his undeniable Maxim, That none can 
give to another what he hath not himſelf; and this he thinks will 5 
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P. D. I tell you, that very Maxim overthrows the Validity of Ord:- 
nations as he applies it. For if the Validity of Orders doth ſuppoſe Au- 
thority to be conveyed; and there can be no ſuch Authority given in the 
Caſe of Idolatry: Then the Power of Orders is taken away as well as Ja- 
riſdicl ion. Beſides, Is not the Power of giving Orders a part of that 
lawful Authority which belongs to Biſtops. e 
R. P. ] do not underſtand you. | 
P. D. Can any Man give Orders without a Power to do it 2 
R. P. No. | 
P. D. Is not that Power a part of Fpiſcopal Authority? 
A.. „„ adj, 3 | 
P. D. How then can there be a Power of giving Orders without Au- 
thortty ? | | . 
R. P. Now you ſhew your Ignorance. Do not you know that there 
is an Indelible Character imprinted in the Soul by the Power of Orders, 


which no Act of the Church can hinder a Biſnop from giving in the Sa- 


crament of Orders, or a Prieſt from receiving; but Juriſdiction is quite 
another thing, that is derived from the Church, or rather from the Pope 
who is the Fountain of Furiſdiction; and this may be ſuſpended or taken 
away. | OUT 3 | | 
P. D. Icry you Mercy, Sir. I was not bred up in your Schools; this 


may be current Doctrine with you; but] aſſure you, I find no Footſteps 
ol it either in Scripture or Fathers; and if I be not much mis-inform'd, 


ſome of your greateſt Divines are of my Mind. I ſee all this Outcry 
of 7. G. s concerning Dr. St. s Ignorance, comes at laſt to this Myſtery 
of the Indelible Character imprinted in the Soul by the Sacrament of Or- 
ders, which makes Ordination to be valid, but gives no Authority or Ju- 
riſdiction. I pray make me a little better acquainted with this Character; 
for at preſent, I can neither read, nor underſtand it. } 2590 

R. P. Yes, yes, This you would be always at, to make us explain 
our School-Notions, for you to fleer and to mock at them. _ 
P. D. But this I perceive, is very material to prevent intolerable Error 
and Miſtake ; and for all that you know I may come to be a Writer of 


Controverſies, and then I would not be hooted at for my Ignorance; nor 


have the Boys point at me in the Streets, and ſay, There goes a Man 
that doth not underſtand the Character: Which in my mind would ſound 
as Ill, as ſaying, there goes one that cannot read his A B C. I beſeech 
you, Sir, tell me what this Indelible Character is; for to tell you Truth, 
I have heard of it before, but never met with one who could tell what 
it was. | | 

R. P. Yes, that is it; you will not believe a thing, unleſs one can 
tell you what it is. Why, it is a Mark or a Seal imprinted in the Soul by 
the Sacrament of Orders that can never be blotted cut; and therefore Ordi- 
nation is valid; becauſe if Re-ordination were allowed, one Character 
would be put upon another, and ſo the firſt would be þlorted out. Do not 
you underſtand it now ? 5 
P. D. I ſuppoſe altogether as well as you. Is it a Phyfcal Kind of 
thing, juſt like the Strokes of a Pen upon Paper; or rather as the 
Graving of a Carver upon Stone; ſo artificially done, that it can never 


be taken out while it continues whole; or is it only a Moral relative 


Thing depending upon Divine Inſtitution, and only on the Account of 


Diſtinction called a Character? 


. 


2 
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D F. Without doubt it is an Abſolute J bing; but whether to call it a 


Dial. p. 
151, Oc. 


7 155. 


PF. 149, 


Habit, or a Power; whether it be a Quality of the Firſt, or the Second, 
or the Third, or Fourth Kind, that our Divines are not agreed upon: 
And ſome think it is a »ew Aind of Quality : Nor whether it be imprin- 
ted on the Eſſeuce or Powers of the Soul; and if in the Faculties, whe- 
ther in the Underſtanding or Will ; but it is enough for us to believe, that 
there is really ſuch an Abſolute Indelible Character imprinted on the Soul; 


from whence that Sacrament can never be reiterated which doth imprint 
a Character as that of Orders doth. | 


* 


P. D. J am juſt as wiſe by all this Account as I was before. For the 
only Reaſon of the Point is, it muſt needs be ſo. | 

R. P. Yes, the Church hath declared it in the Council of Trent, and 
that is inſtead of all Reaſons to us. TR © Ahn 

P. D. But what is this to Dr. St.? Muſt he be upbraided with no- 
rance, Error and Tergiverſation, becauſe he doth not believe 
the Indelible Character on the Authority of the Council of 
Trent ? | 


RN. p. No; that is not the thing, but becauſe he did not underſtand 


the Difference between the Power of Order, and Juriſdiction. 5 

P. D. Are you ſure of that? If I do not forget, he hath this very 
Diſtinction in that peſtilent Book called Irenicum, which 7. G. hits him 
in the Teeth with on all Occaſions. a 1-39 | 

R. P. But he did not, or would not underſtand it here. a 

P. D. Yes, he knew it well enough; but he thought if he proved the 
Validity of Ordination, he proved the Lawfulneſs of Authority and Furiſ- 
diction; becauſe the giving Orders is part of Church- Authority, and the 
Authority is received in faking Orders; and the Church never allowed 
one, but it allowed the other alſo. If you have any thing more to ſay 
about this Matter, T am willing to hear your; but as yet I ſee no Rea- 
ſon for T. G.'s Clamours about ſuch a Miftake in Dr. St., for T think the 
Miſtake lay nearer home. . . | 


R. P. But E. W. publickly reproved Dr. St. for this Miſtake ;' and yet af- 


ter that he goes on to confirm his former Anſwer with new Proofs and Teſti- 


monies, that Biſhops ordained ly Idolaters were eſteemed validly ordained, 
and doth not ſpeak one Word in Anſwer to what was objefted by T. G. viz. 
that the Engliſh Brſbops muſt want lawful Authority to exerciſe the Power 
of Orders, if their firſt Ordainers were Idolaters. And E W. calls it 
an intolerable Miſtake ; and I. G. ſaith, he hath heard he was a main 
Man eſteemed for his Learning. After repeating the Words of E. W. at 
length, 7. G. very mildly adds, as zf he were wholly inſenfible of the groſs 
and intolerableErrorE.W.taxed him with, he runs again into the ſame ſhameful 
Miſtake : But ſaith J. G. are the Power of giving Orders, and lawful Autho- 
rity to give them, ſo eſſentially linked to each other, that they cannot be ſe- 
parated? May not a Biſhop or Prieſt remaining ſo, be deprived of all lawful 
Authority to exerciſe their Functions, for having fal n into Hereſy or Idola- 
try? And if they have none themſelves, can they give it to others? 

P. D. On whoſe Side the intolerable Miftake lies, will be beſt ſeen, by 
examining the Force of what 7. G. faith; (as to E. V. the Matter is not 
great) which lies I ſuppoſe in this, That thoſe who do fall into Idolatry 
or "Hereſy may ordain validly; for, ſaith he, from Eſtius, no Crime, or 
Cenſure ſever. can binder the Validity of Ordination by a Biſhop ; but he 
may be deprived of any lawful Authority to do it; and therefore cannot 
convey this lawful Authority to others ordained by him. From hence 7. G. 
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faith, 15 Crime can hinder the Validity of Or dination ; but Idolatry, he 


faith, doth, ipſo fatto deprive Biſhops of the Authority of exercifing Or- 
ders, or conveying Juriſdiction ; and therefore tho the Ordination of the Bi- 


ſhops of: England may be valid, yet their Furiſdiftion cannot be lawful; and 
ſo the Foundation of their Authority is ſubverted by the Charge of 1dolatry. 


I hope you will allow this to be the Force of all that T. G. faith. 

R. P. Ves; now you have hit upon his right meaning. | 

P. D. Let us then conſider more cloſely, on which fide the Miftake 
lay ; which will be diſcerned by this, whether we are to follow the 
Modern Schools, or the Fudgment of Antiquity in this Matter. For Dr. 
St. ſpake according to the Senſe and Practice of Antiquity ; and T. 6. 
according to the Modern Notions and Diſtinctions of their Schools. It 
is true, their Schoolmen have fo diſtinguiſhed the Power of Order and Ju- 
riſdiction, that they make the one to dependupon an Indelible unintelligible 
Character, which no Crime can hinder having its valid Effect: But that 
Furiſdiftion, or the Right of Excommunication, and Abſolution may be 
{ſuſpended or taken away. Since the Councils of Florence and Trent, this 
Doctrine of the Indelible Character given in Orders, is not to be diſputed 
among them; and therefore they hold zhe Character to remain wherever 
Orders are received in the due Form; but then they ſay, this Character is 
capable of ſuch Reſtraints by the Power of the Church, that it remains 
like Ariſtotles firſt Matter, a dull and unactive thing till the Church 
give a new Form to it; and this they call the Power of Juriſdictin. But 
that all this, is new Doctrine in the Church, and a late Monkiſh Inventi- 
on, will appear by theſe Condeſideratioans. | ASA 

(I.) How long it Was before this Doctrine was received in the g. jn 
Church by the Confeſſion of their own Schoolmen. Scotus, and Biel, and ſent. 1. 4: 
Cajetan, (no inconſiderable Men in the Roman Church) do confeſs, that IS 
the Doftrine of the Character imprinted in the Soul can neither be proved ſent 5 . 
from Scripture, nor Fathers, but only from the Authority of the Church; Cajet inz. 


and that not very Ancient neither. And Morinus takes notice, that it 3 5 


vas not fo much as mentioned by P. Lombard, or Hugo de Sancto Victore: Morin. de 


Although they debate thoſe very Queſtions which would have required 2 __ 
their expreſſing it, if they had known any thing of it. | Nr 
( 2.) How many of their Schaolmen who do acknowledge the Chara- 

fer of Prieſt hood; yet make the Power of Orders to belong to Juriſdicti- 

on; ſo Albertus Magnus and others cited by Morinus; but Alex. Alenſis 

carries this Point ſo far, that he faith, That becauſe of the Indelible Chara- 

fer of Prieſthood, the Power can never be taken from a Prieſt, but only the 
Execution of it; But in a Biſhop there is no new Character imprinted ; and _ * 
therefore in the degrading him, not only the Execution, but the Power of 8 
Giving, Orders is taten away. And Scotus faith, if a Biſhop be excommunt- art. Seck. 
cated, he loſeth the Power of giving Orders; if Epiſcopacy be not a diſtinft 3 FE 

Order; as you know many of the Schoolmen hold. And Morinus grants, diſt. 25.9. 
that if Epiſcopacy be not a diſtin Order, but a larger Commiſſion, the Pow- : i reſp. ad 
er of Biſhops may be ſo limited by the Church, as not only to hinder them Morin . ib. 


| from a lawful Authority, but froma Power of Acting; fo that what they ws a. 


. 57. . . 9.n. 12.13. 
do, carries no Validity along with it. F 


(3.) How many before the Days of the Schoolmen were of Opinion, 
that the Cenſures of the Church did take away the Power of Orders? Gra- _ q- 
tian holds it-moſt agreeable to the Doctrine of the Fathers, that a Biſhop can. 97. 
degraded hath no Power to give Orders, although he hath to Baptize ; only for | 
S. Auguſtin's Sake, he thinks, they may diſtinguiſh between the Power wm 
the 
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Gul.Pariſ. the Execution of it. Gul. Pariſfenſis faith, That Biſhops depoſed can confer 
Ord. c. 7. #0 Order, becauſe the Church hath the ſame Power in taking away, which it 


hath in giving; and the Intention of the Church is to take away their Power. 
If what T. G. aſſerts, had been always the Senſe of the Church, I deſire 
him to reſolve me theſe Queſtions. 1. Why Pope Lucius III. did re- or- 
dain thoſe, who had been ordained by Octavianus the Anti-pope ? 2. Why 
Urban II. declared Nezelon or Wecilo an excommunicate Biſhop of Ments 
to have no Power of giving Orders? And that upon 7. 6.s own Maxim, 
That which a Man hath not, he cannot give to another ; becauſe he was or- 
dained by Hereticks. 3. Why the Synod of Quintilinberg under Greg. VII. 
declared all Ordinations to be Null which were made by Excommunicated 
Biſhops? 4. Why Leo IX. in a Synod voided all Simoniacal Ordinations ? 
5. Why Stephanus VI. re-ordained thoſe which were ordained by Formo- 
ſus 2 6. Why Hincmarus re-ordained thoſe who had been ordained by 
Ebbo, becauſe he had been depoſed? 7. Why Stephanus IV. re-ordained 
thoſe who had received Orders from Pope Conſtantine 2 8. Why the Or- 
dinations made by Photius were declared Nu? To name no more. If 
this had been always the Senſe of the Chriſtian Church, that the Power 
of Orders is indelible, but not that of Juriſdiction: J deſire T. G. to give 
an Anſwer to thoſe Queſtions , which I feat will involve ſeveral Heads 
of his Church under that which he calls in Dr. St. An intolerable Miſtake. 
Did ſo many Popes know no better this Diſtinction between the Validity 
of Ordination, and the Power of FJuriſdiftion > I am ſorry to ſee 7. G. fo 
magiſterial and confident ; ſo inſulting over Dr. St. as betraying ſo much 
Ignorance as doth not become a Writer of Controverſies, when all the while, 
he doth only expoſe his own. But alas! This is the current Divini- 
ty of the Modern Schools; and what obliges them to look into the Opi- 
nions of Former Ages? Yet methinks a Man had need to look about 
him, before he upbraids another with groſs and intolerable Errors, leſt at 


the ſame time he prove the guilty Perſon; and then the Charge falls 


back far more heavily on himſelf. | 
(4-) Thoſe who did hold the Validity of Ordinations did it chiefly on 
the Account of the due Form that was obſerved, whoever the Perſons 


were; whether Hereticks, or Excommunicated Perſons. For after all the 


Heats and Diſputes which hapned in the Church about this Matter, the 
beſt way they found to reſolve it, was to obſerve the ſame Courſe which 
the Church had done in the Baptiſm of Hereticts: wiz. To allow that 
Baptiſm which was adminiſtred in ue Form, although thoſe who ad- 


miniſtred it were Hereticts. Thence Præpoſitivus, as he is quoted by 


Morinus, ſaith, That a FHeretick hath Power to adminifter all the Sacra- 
ments as long as he obſerves the Form of the Church. And not only ſuch a 
one as received Epiſcopal Orders in the Church himſelf, but thoſe who do 
derive a Succeſſion from ſuch ; as appears from Taraſius in the Second 
Council of Nice, where he ſaith, That Five Biſhops of Conſtantinople 
ſucceſſtvely were Hereticks ; and yet their Ordinations were allowed by the 
Church: To the fame Purpoſe ſpeak others, who are there produced by 
the ſame learned Author. Let theſe Conſiderations be laid together,and 
the Reſult will be, 1. Either Dr. St. was not guilty of an intolerable Frror 
and Miſtake in this Matter, or ſo many infallible Heads of the Church 
were guilty of the ſame. 2. It was believed for ſome Apes in the Ro- 
man Church, that the Cenſures of the Church did take away the Power of 
Orders. 3. I. G.'s Diſtinction as to the Foundation of it in the indelible 
Character of Orders is a novel thing, and acknowledged by their own 
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Divines to have no Foundation either in Scripture or Fathers. 4. The 


ground aſſigned by thoſe who held the Validity of Ordination by Hereticts, 


will hold tor the Authority of exerciſing the Power of Orders, if not 
actually taken away by the Cenſures of the Church. For every Man 
hath the Power which is given him, till it be taken from him; every 
one that receives Orders according to the Form of the Church hath a 
Power given him to excommunicate and abſolve ; therefore every 
ſuch Perſon doth enjoy that Power, till it be taken from him. 
For as I have already ſhewed, this is Part of the Form of Orders in the 
Roman Church, Accipe Spiritum Sanctum, Quorum remiſſeritis, &c. and the 
Council of Trent determines the Character to be imprinted upon the Uſe Cone: * 
of theſe Words: Therefore this Power of Juriſcliction is conveyed by the Trid. ſell. 
due Form of Orders; from whence it unavoidably follows that every one, * 
who hath had the due Form of Orders, hath had this Power conveyed to 
him; and what Power he hath, he muſt enjoy till it be taken away. 
R. P. But 7. G. faith, That Excommunication by the Apoſtle's Sentence 
doth it, Gal. 1. 8. 
P. D. This is indeed aPiece of zewDo@rine,and a Fruit of T. G.'sMother- 
Wit; and which I dare ſay, he received neither from Schoolmen nor Fa- 
thers. For it involves ſuch miſchievous Conſequences in it as really 
overthrow all Authority in the Church. For by this Suppoſition, in caſe 
any Biſhop falls into Hereſy or Idolatry, he is ipſo facto excommunicated by 
St. Paul's Sentence; and conſequently hath no Authority to exerciſe the 
the Power of Orders; and ſo all who derive their Power from him have 
no lawful Authority, or Juriſdictian. I do wonder in all this time 7. G. 
did no better reflect upon this Aſſertion, and the Conſequences of it; 
and rather to thank Dr. St. that he took no more Notice of it, than up- 
braid him with intolerable Error and Miſtake. J will put a plain caſe to 
you to ſhew you the ill Conſequence of this Aſſertion to the Church of 
Rome it ſelf, Dr. St. hath proved by undeniable Evidence, that the Ari- 
ans were looked on and condemned as Idolaters by the Primitive Church: 
And 7. G. doth not deny it; and what now, if we find an Arian among 
the Biſhops of Rome, and from whom the Succeſſion is derived? He mult 
ſtand excommunicated by vertue of the Apoſtle's Sentence; and there- 
fore hath no Authority to give Orders; and ſo all the Authority in the 
Church of Rome is loſt. The Caſe, I mean, is that of Tiberius; who 
ſhewed himſelf as much an Arian, as any of the Arian Biſhops did; for 
he ſubſcribed their Confeſſion of Faith, and joined in Communion with , ffir 
them. St. Hierom ſaith more than once, That he ſubſcribed to Hereſy ; de ſcript. 
the Pontifical Book ſaith, He communicated with Hereticks ; Marcellinus ps in 
and Fauſtinus ſay, That he renounced the Faith by his Subſcription ; yea hy nl 
more than this, Hilary denounced an Anathema againſt him, and all that co. Libel. 
joined with him: And Baronius confeſſeth, he did communicate with the A. Fm. P. 
riaur, which is ſufficient to our Purpoſe. Then comes T. G. upon him, Baron. A. 
with St. Paul's Sentence of Excommunication; and ſo he loſeth all Aut ho- = 1 han 
rity of exerciſing the Power of Orders; and conſequently, that Authority * 
which is challenged in the Church of Rome being derived from him is all 
loſt. And now judge, who ſubverts the Foundation of Eccleſiaſtical Autho- 
rity moſt, 7. G. or Dr. St.; yet it falls out unhappily, that Pet. Dami- 
ani mentions theſe very Ordinations of Liberius the Heretick (fo he calls Per. Dam. 
him) to ſhew how the Church did allow Ordinations made by Fereticks. ba 
But this is not all; for by all that I can' find, if this Principle * 
| e 


* 
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Libel. © of T. G. be allowed, no Man can be ſure there is any 
prec. p. 26. 


Subſcri- Jawful Eccleſiaſtical Authority left in the World. For who 


bentes in can tell what ſecret Idolaters or Hereticks there might be among 
illa fide . » . - . : , 
Ariano. thoſe Biſhops from whom that Authority is derived? This we are ſure 


rum, quam of, that the Arian Biſhops poſſeſſed moſt of the Eaſtern Churches, and 


1. made Ordinations there: And the Weſtern Biſhops in the Council of Arimi- 


diciodam- num did certainly comply with them: As is now plain from Marcellinus 


e ere and Fauſtinus, whoſe Book was publiſhed by Sirmondus at Paris ; where 
Sapientia Sulpitius Severus faith, more than Four hundred Weſtern Biſhops were 


veſtra, A- preſent ; who were all excommunicated by J. G.'s Principle; and nwhat ow 
minenfem becomes of all Eccleſtiaſtical Authority? But Dr. St. hath ſhewed thatthe 


Synodum, f , abit 
piſſlime Chriſtian Church was wiſer, than to proceed upon T. 6.s Principle; prov- 


coepram, ing from Authentick Teſtimonies of Antiquity, that the Arian Ordinations 


ſed impi- 7 
im ter. Were allowed by the Church, altho' the Aians were condemned tor J 


minatam. dolaters. | . 
_ P H. P. Yes, T. G. faith, That Dr. St. was reſolved to go on in the ſame 
"3% 17. Track ſtill; and to prove that the Act it ſelf of Ordination is not invalid in 
Caſe of the Idolatry of the Givers, which was never denied by his Adver- 
ſary. | | 
P. D. How is it poſſible to ſatisfy Men who are reſolved to cavil 2 Doth 
not Dr. St. by that Inſtance of the Arian Biſhops evidently prove, that 
the Authority of giving Orders was allowed by the Chriſtian Church at 
that time, and that which he calls their Furiſdidion as well as the Power 
of Orders ꝰ becauſe nothing more was required from the Arian Biſhops, 
but renouncing Arzaniſm, and ſubſcribing the Nicene Creed; and thus for 
all that I can ſee by . 6.'s Principle, they ſtill remained under S. Pauls 
Excommunication ; and ſo Eccleſiaſtical Authority is all gone with 
them. | 
R. P. But do not you think, that Dr. Sz. had ſome ſecret Deſign in all 
Dial p. this really 20 ſubvert the Authority of the Church of England? For 7. G. 
1% lays together ſeveral notable things to that purpoſe to make it appear, 
that he purpoſely declined defending the Eccleſiaſtical Authority of the Church 
of England: I aſſure you it is a very Politick Diſcourſe, and hath ſeve- 
ral deep Fetches in it. Firſt, he begins with his Irenicum, and there he 
lays the Foundation, that the Government may be changed. 2. The Book was 
reprinted ſince the Biſhops were re-eſtabliſhed by Law. 3 He perſwades the 
Biſhops in that Book to reduce the Form of Church-Government to its Primi- 


tive State and Order, by reſtoring Presbyteries under them, &c. 4. When 


this would not do, he charges the Church of Rome with Idolatry, and makes 
this the Senſe of the Church of England, to make her contribute to the Subs 
verſion of her own Authority. 5. When T. G. told him of the Conſequence 
of this, he paſſed it by, as if he ſaw it not; and trifled with his Adverſary a- 


bout the Validity of Ordination. 6. When E. W. endeavoured to bring him 


to this Point, he ſtill declined it, and leaves Epiſcopacy to ſhift for it ſelf. 
And after all theſe T. G. thinks, he hath found out the Mole that works un- 
der Ground. | 

P. D. A very great Diſcovery I aſſure you! and 7. G. deſerves a great- 
er Reward than any common Mole-catchers do. But I never liked ſuch 
Politick Informers ; for if People are more dull and quiet than they would 
have them, they make Plots for them to keep up their Reputation and 
Intereſt. They muſt have always ſomething to whiſper in Great Men's 
Ears, and to fill their Heads with Deſigns which were never thought of; 
by which Means they torment them with unreaſonable Suſpicions, and 
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tyrannize over them under a Pretence of Kindneſs. Juſt thus doth 7. G. 
do by the Governors of our Church: He would fam perſwade them, that 
there is one Dr. St. who hath undertaken to defend the Church; but 
doth carry on a very ſecret and ſubtle Deſign to ruin and deſtroy it. If 
they ſay, They do not believe it; he ſeems to pity them for their Incre- 
dulity and Weakneſs ; and endeavours to convince them,by a long Train 
of his own Inventions; and if they be ſo eaſie to hearken to it, and to 
regard his Inſinuations, then he flatters and applauds them as the only 
Friends to the Church; when in the mean time he really /aughs at them 
as a ſort of weak Men, who can be impoſed upon by any Man who 
pretends to be a Friend, although even in that he doth them and the 
Church the greater Miſchief. I cannot believe ſuch kind of Inſinuations 
as theſe can prevail upon any one Man of Underſtanding in our Church, 
againſt a Perſon who has at.leaſt endeavoured his utmoſt to defend it. 
But ſince 7. G. talks ſo politickly about theſe Matters, I will convince 
you by one Argument of common Prudence, that if Dr. St. be a Man 
of common Senſe, (much more if he be ſo politick and deſigning as 
7. G. repreſents him) all theſe Suggeſtions muſt be both falſe and fooliſh. 
For that which all deſigning Men aim at, is their own Intereſt and Ad- 
vantage: Now can any Man that hath commonSenſe left in him, imagine 
that Dr. St. can aim at any greater Advantage by ruining the Church, 
than by preſerving it? Are not his Circumſtances more conſiderable in 
the Church of England than ever he can hope they ſhould be, if it were 
deſtroyed 2 They who would perſuade others that he carries on ſuch a 
ſecret Deſign, muſt ſuppoſe him to be next to an 7deot; and ſuch are not 
very dangerous Politicians. But what is it then ſhould make him act fo 
much againſt his Intereſt? It can be nothing but Folly or Malice. But 
I do not find they have taxed him of any Malice to the Church of Eng- 
land, or of any Occaſion for it which the Church hath given him, if 
he were diſpoſed to it. Why then ſhould any be ſo ſenſeleſs themſelves, 
or ſuppoſe others to be ſo, as to go about to poſſeſs Men with an Opini- 
on of an underground Plot Dr. Sr. is carrying on, not only to blow up 
the Thames, but the riſing Fabrick of St. Paul's too; 1. e. to ruin and 
deſtroy himſelf? If he be a Fool, he is not to be feared ; if he be not, he 
is not to be miſtruſted. | 
R. P. But what ſay you to T. 6G.'s Proofs > Do you obſerve the ſeveral 
Molehills which he hath caſt up; and is not that a Sign he works ander- 
ground? What ſay you to his Irenicum in the firſt Place? 
P. D. I will tell you freely: J believe there are many things in it, 
which if Dr. Sz. were to write now, he would not have ſaid; for there 
are ſome things which ſhew his Youth, and want of due Confideration; 
others which he yielded too far in Hopes of gaining the diſſenting Par- 
ties to the Church of England; but upon the whole Matter T am fully 
ſatisfied the Book was written with a Deſign to ſerve the Church of Eng- 
land And the Deſign of it, I take to be this; That among us there 


was no Neceſlity of entring upon nice and ſubtle Diſputes about a ſtrict 


Jus Divinum of Epiſcopacy, ſuch as makes all other Forms of Govern- 
ment «»/awful; but it was ſufficient for us, if it were proved to be the 
moſt ancient and agreeable to Apaſtolical Practice, and moſt accommodate 
to our Laws and Civil Government; and there could be no Pretence a- 
gainſt ſubmiting to it, but the demonſtrating its Unlawfulneſs, which he 
knew was impoſſible to be done. And for what Propoſals he makes a- 
bout tempering Epiſcopacy, they ms no other than what King — 
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and Mr. Thorndike had made before him; and doth T. G. think they de- 
ſigned to ruin the Church of England? And as long as he declared this to 
be the Deſign of his Book both at the Beginning and Concluſion of it; 
ſuppoſe he were miſtaken in the Means he took, muſt ſuch a Man be 
preſently condemned as one that aimed at the Ruin and Deſtruction of the 
Church? 

R. P. But 7. G. faith, He tendred it to Conſideration after Epiſcopacy was 
reſettled by Law. 

P. D. That is as true as others of his Suggeſtions. The Book was 
printed while things were unſettled, and was intended to remove the vio- 
lent Prejudices of the Diſſenting Party againſt Epiſcopal Government; 
and J have heard, did conſiderable Service that way, at leaſt in a Neigh- 
bour Kingdom; and it hapned to be reprinted afterwards, with the ſame 
Title it had before. But what then? Do not Bookſe/lers look on Books 
as their own, and do what they pleaſe with them, without the Authors 
Conſent gr Approbation 2 Hath he ever Preached or Written any Do- 
ctrine ſince, contrary to the Senſe of the Church of England? Hath he 
made any Party or Faction to the Diſturbance of the Peace of the 
Church 2 Hath he not conformed to its Rules, obſerved its Offices, o- 
beyed his Superiors, and been ready to defend its Cauſe againſt Adver- 
 faries of all Sorts? And can Malice it ſelf, after all this, faſten ſuch a 
Calumny upon him, That he zs a ſecret Enemy to the Church of England, 
and deſigns to ruin and deſtroy it > I remember a poor Engliſhman in Am- 
Boyna being cruelly tormented by the Dutch; and finding nothing he could 
ſay would perſwade his Tormentors to releaſe him; (and he faid any 
thing that he thought would prevail with them ) at laſt he prayed God, 
that he might tell them Probable Lies. I would adviſe T. G. the next 
time he goes a Mole-catching, to find out Probable Plots, otherwiſe he 
will loſe all the Reputation of an Informer and Diſcoverer. But I can 
hardly tell, whether his Plot or his Proofs were the worſe; for as there 
appears no Likelihood in the Plot, ſo there is no Evidence in the Proofs. 
There being nothing pretended ſince the Irenicum, but this Charge of I. 
dolatry; and that hath been ſufficiently cleared already, by ſhewing that 
it doth not ſubvert the Authority of the Church of England. 

R. P. Let us now, if you pleaſe, proceed to the other dangerous Con- 
ſequences of this Charge, as they are muſter'd up by 7. G. : One is, That 
it overthrows the Article of the Holy Catholick Church. 

P. D. That is ſomething indeed: What ! doth it take away an Article 
of the Creed? Nay, then it is time to look about us. But how I 
pray? 

R. P. Twill you tell how. F the Church hath been guilty of Idolatry, 
(1.) Then ſhe hath required and enjoyned Jdolatry, for many Hundreds of 
Tears parallel to the Heathens. ( 2.) Then Mahomet had more Wiſdom 
and Power to carry on his Deſign than the Son of God; for his Followers have 
been preſerved from it by the grounds he laid,above a Thouſand Tears. (3.90 
Then our Forefathers had better been converted to Fudaiſm or Turciſm than 
to Chriſtianity as they were. 
P. D. I deny every one of theſe Conſequences. For our preſent Diſpute 
is only about the Church of Rome's being guilty of 1dolatry ; and from 
thence ( 1.) it doth not follow, That the whole Chriſtian Church muſt re- 
quire Idolatry, if that doth ; unleſs T G. had proved, that all other Charch- 
es are equally involved in the ſame Guilt; which he never attempted. . 
( 2. } It doth not follow, That Mahomet was wiſer than Chriſt; for if you 
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compare the Grounds laid for Divine Worſhip by Chriſt and Mahomet ; 
I ſay, that Chriſt did ſhew infinitely more Wiſdom in them, than ſo vile 
an npoſtor; and it is a Shame for any Chriſtian to ſuggeſt the contrary : 
| But if T. G. ſpeaks of Power to carry on his Defign ; then it muſt ſuppoſe, 
that Mahomer's Power hath preſerved the Mahumetan Religion ſo long free 
from /dolatry, altho' Chriſt hath not; which muſt imply the Greatneſs 
—_ of Mahomet's Power in Heaven; and ſo it borders upon Blaſphemy. (3.) 
- Tt doth not follow, that our Forefathers had better been converted to 
3 Tudaiſm or Turciſm than to Chriſtianity. For they had incomparably greater 
| Advantages towards theirSalvation than either Turks orPagans ; and ſuch 
Circumſtances might accompany their Practice of 7dolatry,as might make 
it not to hinder their Salvation.But T ſhall give you a full Anſwer to this 
in the Words of Biſhop Sanderſon, (who is another competent Witneſs, if 
25 any more were needful, that Dr. St. doth not in the Charge of Idola- . 
K try contradict the Senſe of the Church of England.) We have much „Cen ao. 
1 « Reaſon to conceive good Hope of the Salvation of many of. our Fore- 6. n. 17. 
« fathers : Who led away with the common Superſtitions of thoſe blind 
« Times, might yet by thoſe general Truths, which by the Mercy of 
« God were preſerved among the fouleſt over-ſpreadings of Popery, a- 
« orecable to the Word of God (though clogged with an Addition of 
* many Superſtitions, and Antichriſtian Inventions withal) be brought 
« to true Faith in the Son of God; unfeigned Repentance from Dead 
« Works ; and a ſincere Deſire and Endeavour of New and Holy Obe- 
« lence. This was the Religion that brought them to Heaven, even 
« Faith and Repentance, and Obedience. This is the True, and the 
Old and the Catholick Religion: And this is our Religion, in which 
e hope to find Salvation; and if ever any of you that miſcall yout 
“ ſelves Catholicks come to Heaven, it is this Religion muſt carry you 
« thither. If together with this true Religion of Faith, Repentance, 
« and Obedience, they embraced alſo your Additions, as their blind 
“Guides then led them; prayed to our Lady, kneeled to an Image, crept 
to a Croſs, flocked to a Maſs as you now do : Theſe were their Spots 
« and their Blemiſhes ; theſe were their Hay and Stubble ; theſe were 
their Errors, and their Tgnorances. And J doubt not, but as St. Paul 
© for his Blaſphemies and Perſecutions, ſo they obtained Mercy for theſe 
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it Sins, becauſe they did them ignorantly in Misbelief. And upon the 
_ « fame ground we have cauſe alſo to hope charitably of many thouſand 

le poor Souls in Traly, Spain, and other Parts of the Chriſtian World at 
I © this Day, that by the ſame bleſſed Means they may attain Mercy and 
Salvation in the End; although in the mean time through Tgnorance 
. © they defile themſelves with much foul Idolatry, and many groſs Su- 
of * perſtitions, WT 5 | | 
54 | - *© 04j. But the Tgnorance which excuſeth from Sin, is Inorantia facti, 
ve , * according to that hath been already: declared; but theirs was /gnoran- 
2 . * tia juris, Which excuſeth not. And beſides, as they lived in the Pra- 
14 ' * (tice of that Worſhip which we call Tdolatry, ſo they died in the ſame 
| : „without Repentance ; and ſo their Cafe is not the ſame with St. Pauls, 
te * who ſaw thoſe Sins, and ſorrowed for them, and forſook them; 
m | * but how can Idolaters, living and dying ſo without Repentance, be 
e- * ſaved ? OS | 
h- | « Anſ. It is anſwered, that Tgnorance in Point of Fa@ ſo conditioned 
d. Las hath been ſhewed doth ſo excuſe 4 toto, that an Action proceeding 
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ce thence, tho' it have a Material Inconformity with the Law of God, is 

ce yet not formally a Sin. But I do not ſo excuſe the Tdolatry of our 
« Forefathers, as if it were not in it ſelf a Sin; and that (without Re- 
% pentance) damnable. But yet their Ignorance being ſuch as it was, 
„ nouriſhed by Education, Cuſtom, Tradition, the Tyranny of their 
Leaders, the Faſhion of the Times, not without Shew alſo of Piety 
ce and Devotion, and themſelves, withal, having ſuch ſlender Means of 
better Knowledge ; tho” it cannot wholly excuſe them from Sin with- 
out Repentance, damnable , yet it much leſſeneth and qualifieth the 
ce Sinfulneſs of their Tdolatry ; arguing, that their Continuance therein 
«was more from other Prejudices, than from a wilful Contempt of God's 
* Holy Word and Will. And as for their Repentance, it is as certain, 
that as many of them as are ſaved, did repent of their Tdolatries ; as 
e it is Certain, no Idolater nor other Sinner can be ſaved without Repen- 
«tance. But then there is a double Difference to be obſerved between 
“ Repentance for Tgnorances, and known Sins; the one muſt be parti- 
* cular, the other general; the one cannot be ſincere without forſaking, 

e the other may; which he enlarges upon; and then concludes, Some 
of our Foreſathers then, might not only live in Popiſh Tdolatry, but 
«* even die in an Idolatrous Act; breathing out their Jaſt with their Lips 
&« at a Crucifix, and an Ave Mary in their Thoughts: And yet have 
e truly repented, (tho but in the General, and the Crowd of their un- 
„ known Sins) even of thoſe very Sins; and have at the ſame Inſtant 
< true Faith in Jeſus Chriſt, and other Graces accompanying Salva- 
* tion. | | | 

R. P. But hath not Chriſt promiſed that the Gates of Fell ſhall never 
prevail againſt his Church? 

P. D. This Dr. St. hath already anſwered thus. © Againſt what 
* Church 2 The whole Chriſtian Church? who ever ſaid they could, 
© or how doththat follow 2 TheChurch of Conſtantinople, or the Church of 
* Fernuſalem 2 Have not the Gates of the Turk been too ſtrong for them: 
* The Church of Rome? The Gates of Hell do certainly prevail againſt 
© that, if it doth unchurch all other Churches that are not of its Com- 
% munion. And why may not Idolatry prevail where Luciferian Pride, 
* andHelliſhCruelty,and deſperateWickedneſs have long ſince prevailed 2 
Hath Chriſt made Promiſes to ſecure that Church from Error, which 
* hath been over-run with all Sorts of Wickedneſs by the Confeſſion of 
* her own Members and Friends? 

R. P. But 7. G. faith, That Dr. St. ought to have aſſigned us ſome Church 
diſtinit in all Ages, from all Heretical and Idolatrous Congregations, which 
Chrift hath preſerved always from Hereſy and Idolatry ? 

P. D. Why fo ? Unleſs he had firſt yielded, that Chriſt had promiſed 
to preſerve ſuch a diftin& Congregation of Chriſtians, which he never 
did. But he ſhewed the Feebleneſs of that kind of arguing, from Parti- 
culars to Generals; as tho' all the Promiſes made to the Church muſt 
fail, if the Church of Rome be guilty of 7dolatry. 

R. P. But I will prove, that Dr. St. ought to aſſign ſuch a diſtin Church, 
becauſe he faith, that a Chriſtian by vertue of his being ſo, is bound to 
join in ſome Church or Congregation of Chriſtians ; therefore there muſt be 
ſuch a Church at all times to join with. | 

P. D. I anſwer, (1.) Dr. St! Anſwer doth imply no more than this, 
That a Chriſtian is bound to join with other Chriſtians in the Acts of 
God's Publick Worſhip ; but withal he adds immediately, that he is 


bound 
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; + | bound to chuſe the Communion of the pureſt Church ; which doth ſup- 
poſe a Competition between two Churches, where a Perfon may em- 


: brace the Communion of either; as the Charch of England, and the 
=_ Church of Rome. So that where there are diſtin Communions, the 
| beſt is to be choſen. (2.) Suppoſing no Church to be ſo pure that a 

3 Man's Conſcience can be fully ſatisfied in all the Practices of it; yet 
4 i he may lawfully hold Communion with that Church he is baptized in, 
till the unlawful Practices become the Condition of his Communion. 
Y As here in England, the Conditions of Communion are different as to 
, Clergymen and Laymen; if the latter be ſatisfied in what concerns them, 
* they have no Reaſon to reject Communion themſelves, for what con- 
cerns others. (3.) Where any Church doth require Idolatrous Acts as 
. Conditions of Communion, that Church is the Cauſe of a Separation 
| made for a diſtinet Communion. So that there is no Neceſſity of aſſigning 
8 a diſt inet Church in all Ages free from Hereſy and Idolatry; ſince Men 
| may communicate with a corrupt Church, ſo they do not communicate 
4 in their Corruptions; and when they come to that Height to require 
4 this, they make themſelves the Cauſes of the Separation which is made 
8 on the Account of Hereſ or [dolatry. 
in R. P. Still that Promiſe ſticks with me, that the Gates of Hell ſhall 
a not prevail againſt the Church: And are not Hereſy and Idolatry the two 
w Poſts of thoſe Gates? 
- P. D. If you turn over that Promiſe never ſo much, you will prove 
4 no more from it, than the Continuance of a Chriſtian Church in the 
4 World, with a Capacity of Salvation to the Members of it. And this 
; we do not deny : But it doth not prove that any particular Church ſhall 
4 be preſerved in all Ages free from Fereſy and _ For whatever 

may be conſiſtent with the Salvation of the Members of a Church, 

i may be conſiſtent with the Gates of Hell not prevailing againſt it; but 
b Hereſy and Idolatry may be conſiſtent with the Salvation of the Mem- 
” bers of a Church: Becauſe there are ſo many Caſes aſſigned by Divines, 
© wherein Sins of Ignorance and Error, are conſiſtent with Salvation. 1 
ſay then, that Chriſt's Promiſes do prove a Poſſibility of Salvation in all 
2 Azes of the Chriſtian Church; but they do not prove the Indefectibility | 
{ of any diſtin Church. Mt | 
h R. P. But why doth Dr. St. ſay, the Gates of Hell have prevail d a- pia. p jo. 
c gainſt the Church of Rome, when himſelf acknowledges it to be a true 
ö Church? as holding all the Eſſential Points of Faith 2 
| Pi. D. As tho a Man could be damned for nothing, but for denying 
; ; the Articles of his Creed / Tt is in reſpect of Pride, Cruelty, and all 
4; Sorts of Wickedneſs, as well as Idolatry, that he faith, the Gates of Hell 
4 have prevailed againſt it. | 
| R. P. Well! But T. G. for all that proves, that all Chriſtians are bound pial. B 73. 
oF . by virtue of their Chriſtianity to join in Communion with the Church of Rome. 
0 | P. D. Doth he ſo? It is a great Undertaking, and becoming 7. C. 
| . But how 2 5 | 
5, | R. P. Firſt, There was in the World ſofas Luther a 4i/tin#t Church, whoſe 
2 | Communion was neceſſary to Salvation ; but this was not the Proteſtant, for 
* | that came in after Luther ; therefore it was the Roman. 


P.D. This is very ſubtle Reaſoning ; yet it is poſſible we may find 
out ſomething like it. There was in the World before Julius Czar ſome 
= Civil Society, in which it was neceſſary for a Man to live for his own 
Preſervation ; but this was not the Roman Empire, for that roſe up y_ | 
i} im; 
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him ; therefore it was the Roman Commonwealth. But doth this imply, 
that there was no other Civil Society inthe World, wherein a Man could 
preſerve himſelf, but the Roman Commonwealth > But I will put the Caſe 
a little farther home ; after Britain was made a Province, it became a 
Member of the Roman Empire, and depended ſo much upon the Strength 
and Arms of Rome, that it was not able to defend it ſelf; it being ſore 
diſtreſſed by Enemies, and in Danger of Ruin, ſends to Rome for Help ; 
there it is denied, and the Britains forced to look out for Help elſewhere. 
Now after 7. G.'s way of Reaſoning, the Britains muſt return to the Ro- 
mans, becauſe once they had been Members of the Roman Empire. The 
Cale is alike inthe Church ; the Time was when the Weſtern Church was 
united under one Head, but by Degrees this Head grew too heavy, and 
laid too great a Load on the Members, requiring very hard and unrea- 
ſonable Conditions from them; upon this, ſome of the Members ſeek 
for Relief; this is denied them ; they take care of their own Safety, and 
do what is neceſſary to preſerve themſelves. The Head and ſome cor- 
rupt Members conſpiring, denounce Excommunication, if they do not 
preſently yield and ſubmit. Theſe Parts ſtand upon their own Rights 
and Ancient Privileges ; that it was not an Union of Submiſſion but Aſſo- 
ciation, originally between ſeveral National Churches: And therefore the 
Church of Rome aſſuming ſo much more to it ſelf, than did belong to 
it, and dealing ſo zyrannically ; upon juſt Complaints our Church 
had Reaſon to aſſert her own Freedom, and to reform 
the Abuſes which had crept either into her DoCtrine or Practice. And 
that this was lawful Proceeding, it offered to juſtify by Scripture and 
Reaſon, and the Rules of the Primitive Church. Now the Queſtion of 
Communion, as it was ſtated between T. G. and Dr. St. comes to this, 
whether any Perſon being baptized in this Church, ought in order to his 
Salvation to forſake the Communion of it, for that of the Church of 
Rome? And this being the true State of it, I pray, where lies the 
Force of the Argument? Dr. St. yields Communion with ſome Church 
to be neceſſary : And what follows, the Communion of the Church of 
England is ſo to one baptized in it; why muſt any ſuch leave it for that 
of the Church of Rome? Tes, faith T. G, there was a diſtin Church be- 
fore Luther, whoſe Communion was neceſſary to Salvation; and what then ? 
What have we to do with Luther? We are ſpeaking of the preſent Church 
of England, which was reformed by it ſelf, and not by Luther. Why is 
it neceſſary to leave this Church, in which Perſons are baptized, and not 
in that before Luther? Here lies the main Hinge of the Controverſie; 
to which 7. 6. ought to ſpeak, and not to run to a Church before Luther. 
The Church of England was the Church of England belore the Reformati- 
on as well as fince ; but it hath now reformed it ſelf, being an entire Bo- 
dy within it ſelf ; having Biſhops to govern it, Prieſts and Deacons to 
adminiſter Sacraments, to preach the Word of God, to officiate in the 
Publick Liturgy, in which all the Ancient Creeds are read and owned ; 
the Queſtion now is, whether Salvation cannot be had in the Communion 


of this Church? Or all Perſons are bound to return to the Church of 


Dial. p. 74. 


leaſt in Be ing) from whoſe Unity She departed, 


Rome? This is the Point, if T. G. hath any more to ſay to it. 

R. P. T. G. urgeth farther, Nothing can render the Communion of the 
Roman Church not neceſſary to Salvation, but either Hereſy or Schiſm ; not 
Hereſy, becauſe She holds all the Eſſential Articles of Chriſtian Faith ; not 
Schiſm, becauſe then Dr. St. muſt aſſign ſome other diſtin Church, (then at 
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p. D. A right Doway Argument! One would take 7.6. for a young 


Miſſoner by it; it is ſo exactly cut in their Form. But it proceeds upon 


ſuch falſe Suppoſitions as theſe: (T.) That Communion with the Ro- 
man Church as ſuch, i. e. as a Body united under ſuch a Head, was ne- 
ceſſary to Salvation, which we utterly deny; and it can never be proved, 
but by ſhewing, That Chriſt appointed the Biſhop of Rome to be Head 
of the Church; which is an Argument, I do not find that now-a-days, 
you are willing to enter upon, being ſo thread-bare and baffled a Topick. 
(2.) That no Doctrines, but ſuch as are contrary to the Articles of the 
Creed, can be any reaſon to hold off from the Communion of a Charch; 
but we think, the requiring Doubtful Things for Certain , Falſe for 
True, New for Old, Abſurd for Reaſonable, are Ground enough for us 
not to embrace the Communion of a Church, unleſs it may be had on 
better Terms than theſe. (3.) That no Church can be guilty of Schiſim, unleſs 
we can name ſome diſtinct Church from whoſe Unzty it ſeparated; where- 


as we have often proved, that impoſing unreaſonable Conditions of 


Communion, makes the Church ſo impoſing guilty of the Schiſm. Sure- 
ly T. G.s Stock is almot ſpent, when he plays the ſame Game ſo often 
over. Theſe are not ſuch terrible Arguments to be produced afreſh, as 
if they had never been heard of; when there is not a Miſoner that 
comes, but hath them at his Fingers End. | 

R. P. But the Roman Church was once the True Church, Rom. 1. 


and the Chriſtian World of all Ages, believed it to be the only True Church Dial.p.18. 


of Chriſt ; but it cannot be proved not to be the true one, by an Evidence 
equal to that which once proved it true ; therefore we are bound to be of the 
Communion of that Church. | 

P. D. O the Virtue of Sodden Coleworts ! How often are they pro- 
duced without Shame! To be ſhort, Sir: (r.) We deny that the Church 
of which the Pope is Head, was ever commended by St. Paul; or in 
any One Age of the Chriſtian World, was owned by it to be the on/ 


true Church: Which is very much ſhort of the whole Chriſtian World of 


all Ages. (2.) Since the Evidence is ſo notoriouſly faulty about proving 


theRoman Church to be the only true Church, a ſmall Degree of Evidence 


as to its Corruptions may exceed it; and conſequently be ſufficient to 
keep us from returning to its Communion. But what doth 7. G. mean 


by repeating ſuch Stuff as this? Which J dare ſay, Dr. St. only paſſed by, 


on Account of the Slightneſs and Commonneſs of it; they being Ar- 
guments every Day brought, and every Day anſwered. And if he had 
a Mind to ſee Dr. St. s Mind about them, he might have ſeen it at 
large in his Defence of Archbiſhop Laud: And do you think it fair for 


him, every Book he writes, to produce afreſh every Argument there, 


which hath received no Anſwer ? 

R. P. I perceive you begin to be out of Patience. | 
P. D. Not, I aſſure you, when I meet with any thing that deſerves 
it. | | Ta 
R. P. Here comes our Fanatick Friend to refreſh you a little. What 
is the matter, Man; Why ſo ſad? Have you met with an ill Bargain at 
the Auction? | 


F. C. No, no. I got a Book laſt Night, hath taken me up till this 


2 and truly, I have read ſomething in it which fits much upon my 
pirit. 

R. P. What is it? If we may ask you. 

F. C. It is no Comfort either to you, or me. 


E. 7. 
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R. P. If I be concerned, I pray, let me know. D 

F. C. You know laſt Night we heard them at Rutherford and Gilleſpee; 
came in time enough for Gi//eſpee's Miſcellany Queſtions; a rare Book, 
I promiſe you. And by a particular Favour I carried it Home with me, 
and looking upon the Contents, I found the Seaſonable Caſe, viz. About 
Aſſociations and Confederacies with Idolaters, Infidels, or Hereticks: And 
he proves them to be ſo abſolutely unlawful trom Scripture, and many 
ſound Orthodox Divines, that for my Part he hath fully convinced and 
ſettled me; and I thought it my Duty to come and tell you ſo. 

R. P. Well, we will let alone that Diſcourſe at preſent, we are at our 
old Trade again: And I was juſt coming to a ſeaſonable Queſtion for 
you, Viz. Whether you have not as much Reaſon to ſeparate from the Charch 
of England, as the Church of England had from the Church of Rome: 

F. C. Who doubts of that ? 

P. D. T do, Sir; nay, more, I abſolutely deny it. 

F. C. What Matter is it, what you ſay or deny? You will do either 
for a good Preferment. Have not you aſſented and conſented to all that 
is in the Book of Common Prayer, and what will you ſtick at aſter ? 

P. D. Conſider, Sir, what it is to judge raſh Fudgment: I wonder Men 
that pretend to Conſcience, and ſeem ſo nice and ſcrupulous in ſome 
things, can allow themſelves in the Practice of ſo dangerous a Sin. If 
you have a Mind to debate this Point before us, without Clamor and 
Impertinency, I am for you. 


F. C. You would fain draw me into Diſpute again, would you? No 


ſuch Matter; there is your Man, he will manage our Cauſe for us againſt 
you of the Church of England, I warrant you. | 

R. P. T am provided for it: For Z. G. deſires of Dr. St. for the Sake of 
the Presbyterians, Anabaptiſts, and other ſeparated Congregations, to know 


why the believing all the Ancient Creeds, and leading a good Life may not be 


2 to Salvation, unleſs one be of the Communion of the Church of Eng- 
land 

P. D. A very doughty Queſtion ! As though we were like you, and 
immediately damned all Perſons who are not of the Communion of our 
Church. We ſay, their Separation from us is very unjuſt and unreaſo- 
nable; and that there is no Colour for making their Caſe equal with 
ours, as to the Separation from the Church of Rome. 

R. P. T will tell you of a Man who makes the Caſe Parallel; it is 
one Dr. St. in his Irenicum : And 7. G. produces many Pages gut of him to 
that Purpoſe. | | | 

P. D. To fave you the Trouble of repeating them, I have read them o- 
ver, and do think theſe Anſwers may ſerve tor his Vindication. ( 1.) 
That in that very Place he makes Separation from a Church retaining Pu- 
rity of Doctrine, on the Account of ſome corrupt Practices to be un- 
lawful; and afterwards in caſe Men be unſatisfied as to ſome Conditions 
of Communion, he denies it to be lawful to ere New Churches; be- 
cauſe a mere requiring Conformity in ſome ſuſpeRed Rites, doth not 
make a Church otherwiſe ſound, to be no true Church: Or ſuch a Church 
from which it is lawful to make a total Separation, which is then done, 
when Men enter into a new and diſtinct Society for Worſhip, under di- 
ſtinct and peculiar Officers, governing by Laws and Church Rules diffe- 
rent from thoſe of the Church they ſeparate trom. And now, let your 
Fanatick Friend judge, whether this Man, even in the Days of writing his 
Irenicum, did juſtifie the Practices of the ſeparated Corgregations; which 
he ſpeaks expreſly againſt. Ha 
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* C. No truly. We are all now for ſeparated Congregations, and know 


e; better what we have to do, than our Forefathers did. Alas! what Com- 
K, fort is there in bare Non- conformity? For our People would not endure 
e, us, if we did not proceed to Separation. He that ſpeaks againſt Separa- 
ar tion ruins us and our Cauſe. | 7 a | 
d P. D. So far then we have cleared Dr. St. from patronizing the Cauſe 
1 of the Separated Congregations. (2.) He faith, that as to things left un- 


determined by the Law of God in the Judgment of the Primitive and Re- 
formed Churches, and in Matters of Order, Decency and Government, eve- 
ry one, notwithſtanding what his private Judgment may be of them, is 
bound to ſubmit to the Determination of the lawful Governors of the 
Church. Can any thing be ſaid plainer for Conformity, than this is by 
the Author of the Trenicum ? 5718 5 Fa 

R. P. But how then come in thoſe Words produced by T. G.? 

P. D. T will tell you: He ſuppoſes that ſome ſcrupulous and conſci- 
entious Men, aſter all Endeavours uſed to ſatisfy themſelves, may re- 
main unſatisfied as to the Lawfulneſs of ſome zmpoſed Rites, but dare not 
proceed to poſitive Separation from the Church, but are willing to comply 
in all other things ſave in thoſe Rites which they (till ſcruple ; and con- 
cerning theſe he puts the Queſtion, Whether ſuch bare Non-Conformity 
do involve ſuch Men in the Guilt of Schiſm? And this I confeſs he re- 
ſolves negatively, and ſo brings in that long Paſſage 7. G. produces out 
of him. I now appeal to your ſelf, whether 7. G. hath dealt fairly 
with Dr. St. in Two things, (1.) In not diſtinguiſhing the Caſe of Sepa- 
ration, from that of bare Non- conformity, only in ſome ſuſpected Rites ; 
and in producing theſe Words to juſtify the ſeparated Congregations ? 


4 (2.) In taking his Judgment in this Matter rather from his Trenicum 
„ | written ſo long ſince, than from his late Writings, wherein he hath pur- 
e 


bpoſely conſidered the Difference of the Caſe of thoſe who ſeparate from 
* 2 the Church of England, and of our Separation from the Church of Rome. 
1 R. P. But hath he done this indeed? And did 7. G. know it?: 


of it by the by, but diſcourſeth largely about it. Is this fair dealing: 
But the Trenicum ſerved better for his Purpoſe as he thought, and yet he 
hath fouly miſrepreſented that too. he | 
R. P. But yet Dr. St. muſt not think to eſcape ſo ; for he hath ſearch- 

ed another Book of his, called his Rational Account, and there he finds 


and which undermines the Church of England. 

P. D. Therefore the Church of Rome is not guilty of dolatry. 

R. P. Have a little Patiencc ; we ſhall come to that in time. At pre- 
ſent, T pray, clear this Matter, if you can. 

P. D. To what Purpoſe is all this raking, and ſcraping, and ſearching, 
and quoting of Paſlages, not at all to the Point of Idolatry: 

R. P. What! would you have a Man do nothing to fill up a Book, 
and make it carry ſomething of the Port of an Anſwer; eſpecially to a 
thick of Book between 800 and goo Pages? Ly 

P. D. If this be your Deſign, go on: But I will make my Anſwers as 
ſhort as I can; for methinks 7. G. ſeems to have loſt that Spirit and 
Briskneſs he had before; for then he talked like a Man that had a Mind 
to keep cloſe to the Point; but now he flags and draws heavily on: 
For he repeats what he had ſaid before for ſome Pages, and then quotes 

7 Out 


Iren. p. 


124. 


P. D. Yes very well. For it is in that very Book, the Preface where. nſ ver 7e 
of I. G. pretends to anſwer in theſe Dialogues: And he doth not ſpeak He 


fromp 180, 


7 a Paſſage, he thinks, in Favour to Diſſenters from the Church of England; Dial p 87. 
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out of Dr. St. s other Boos for ſeveralPages more; and at laſt it comes to no 
more than this, Dr. St. doth in ſome Places of his Writings ſeem to fa- 
| | vour the Diſſenters. I am quite tired with this /mpertinency ; yet I would 
| fain ſee an End of theſe things, that we might come cloſe to the Buſi- 
= neſs of Idolatry, which J long to be at. | 
EK. P. Your Stomach is too ſharp ſet ; we muſt blunt it a little before 
you fall to. 
P. D. Vou take the Courſe to do it, with all this Impertinency; but 
what is it you have to ſay? | 
R. P. To pleaſe you, I will bring this Charge as near to thePoint of 7- 
dolatry as I can; the Subſtance of it is this: Dr. Sz. ſaith, The Church of 
Dial. p. England doth not look on her Articles as Articles of Faith, but as inferior 
84, Ce. Truths: from thence T. G. infers, (1.) The Church of Rome doth not err 
againſt any Articles of Faith. (z.) Dr. St. doth not believe the Thirty nine 
Articles to be Articles of Faith. ( 3. ) Then this Charge of Idolatry is vain | 
and groundleſs, becauſe Idolatry is an Error againſt a Fundamental Point of | 
Faith. | | 
P. D. Here is not one Word new in all this long Charge, but a tedi- 
ous Repetition of what 7. G. had ſaid before. It conſiſts of Two Points: 
1. The Charge upon Dr. St. for undermining the Church of England. 
2. The Unreaſonableneſs of the Charge of 7dolarry upon his own Sup- 
poſition. Becauſe 7. G. ſeems to think there is ſomething in this Buſi- 
neſs which touched Dr. Sz. to the quick, and therefore he declined gi- 
ving any Anſwer to the Firſt Part of it; I will undertake to do it for 
him. Dr. St. doth indeed fay, That the Church of England doth not 
make her Articles Articles of Faith, as the Church of Rome doth the Ar- 
ticles of Pope Pius the IV. his Creed. And did ever any Divine of the 
Church of England fay otherwiſe 2 It is true, the Church of Rome from 
her inſolent Pretence of Infallibility, doth make all things propoſed by 
the Church of equal Neceſſity to Salvation; becauſe the Ground of Faith 
15 the Churches Authority in propoſing things to be believed. But 
doth the Church of England challenge any ſuch Infallibility to her ſelf ? 
No: She utterly diſowns it, in her very Articles; therefore ſhe muſt 
leave Matters of Faith as ſhe found them; i. e. ſhe receives all the 
Creeds into her Articles and Offices, but makes no Additions to them of 
her own; and therefore Dr. St. did with great Reaſon ſay, That the 
Church of England makes no Articles of Faith, but ſuch as have the 7e- 
ſtimony and Approbation of the whole Chriſtian World, and of al Ages, 
and are acknowledged to be ſuch by Rome it ſelf ; from whence he doth 
juſtly magnifie the Moderation of this Church in Compariſon with the 
Church of Rome. 
R. P. But T. G. faith, That he hath degraded the Articles of the Church 
of England from being Articles of Faith, into a lower Claſs of inferior 
Truths. | 
P. D. I perceive plainly 7. G. doth not know what an Article of Faith 
means according to the Senſe of the Church of England. He looks on 
all Propoſitions made by the Church as neceſſary Articles of Faith, which 
is the Roman Senſe, and founded on the Doctrine of Infallibility; but 
where the Church's Infallibility is rejected, Articles of Faith are ſuch 
as have been thought neceſſary to Salvation by the Conſent of the Chri- 
ſtian World, which Conſent is ſeen in the Ancient Creeds. And whatever 
Doctrine is not contained therein, though it be received as Truth, and 
agreeable to the Word of God, yet is nor accounted an Article of Faith: 
: * 
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i. e. not immediately neceſſary to Salvation as 2 Point of Faith. But 
becauſe of the Diſſentions of the Chriſtian World in Matters of Religi- 
on, a particular Church may for the Preſervation of her own Peace de- 
clare her Senſe as to the Truth and Falſhood of ſome controverted Points 
of Religion, and require from all Perſons who are entruſted in the Offces 
of that Church a Subſcription to thoſe Articles ; which doth imply, that 
they agree with the Sexſe of that Church about them. 

R. P. But Dr. St. faith from Archbiſhop Bramhall, That the Church 
doth not oblige any Man to believe them, but only not to contradict them; 
and upon this T. G. triumphs over Dr. St. as undermining the Doctrine and 
Government of the Church of England. | 

P. D. Why not over Archbiſhop Bramhall, whoſe Words Dr. Sr. cites 3 
And was he a Favourer of Diſſenters, and an Underminer of the Church of 
England? Yet Dr. St. himſelf in that Place owns a Subſcription to them 
as neceſlary ; and what doth Su#ſcription imply leſs than agreeing with 
the Senſe of the Church: So that he ſaith more than Archbiſhop Bram- 
hall doth. And J do not ſee how his Words can paſs, but with this 
Conſtruction, that when he ſaith, we do not oblige any Man to believe 
them, he means as Articles of Faith, of which he ſpeaks juſt before. But 
J do freely yield, that the Church of England doth require Aſſeut to the 
Truth of thoſe Propoſitions which are contained in the XXXIX Articles: 
And ſo doth Dr. St. when he faith, The Church requires Subſcription to 
them as Inferior Truths, i. e. owning them to be true Propoſitions, though 

not as Articles of Faith, but Articles of Religion, as our Church calls 
then. g N 

R. P. If they are but Inferior Truths, faith T. G. was it worth the while 
to rend aſunder the Peace of Chriflendom for them 2 Is not this a very reaſo- 
nable Account, as J. S. calls it, of the Grounds of the Proteſtant Religion, 
and a rare way of juſtifying her from the Guilt of Schiſm ? 

P. D. T. G. miſtakes the Matter. It was not our impoſing Negative 
Points on others, but the Church of Rome's impoſing falſe and abſurd 
Doctrines for neceſſary Articles of Faith, which did break the Peace of 
Chriſtendom. We could have no Communion with the Church of Rome 
unleſs we owned her Supremacy, her Canon of Scripture, her Rule of Faith, 
or the Equality of Tradition and Scripture, her Doctrines of Purgatory, 
Invocation of Saints, Worſhip of Images, Tranſubſtantiation, &c. and we 
were required not only. to own them as true, which we know to be falſe; 
but as neceſſary to Salvation, which we look on as great Hinderances to it. 

What was to be done in this Caſe 2 Communion could not be held on 
other Terms, than declaring falſe Opinions to be true, and dangerous 
Doctrines to be neceſſary to Salvation. On ſuch Terms as theſe we 
muſt renounce our Chriſtianity, to declare, That we believed Falſhoods 
for Truths, and not barely as Truths, but as neceſſary Articles of Faith, 
Therefore what Schiſm there was, the Church of Rome muſt thank her ſelf 
for. And when this Breach hapned, our Church thought it neceſſary to 
expreſs her Senſe of theſe Doctrines, that they were ſo far from being 
Articles of Faith, that they were Falſe and Erroneows, having no Foun- | 
dation either in Scripture or Antiquity : And required a Subſcription to 
this Declaration, from ſuch as are admitted to teach and inſtru others. 
How could our Church do leſs than ſhe did in this Matter, if ſhe would 
declare her Senſe to the World, or take care of her own Security? And 
is this making Negative Articles of Faith; about which T. G. and E. V. 
and others, have made ſuch ſenſeleſs Clamours? When we only declare 
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thoſe things they would impoſe upon us, to be ſo far from being Articles 
of Faith, that they are Erroneous Doctrines; and therefore are rejected 


by us. And this I take to be a Reaſonable Account of the Proteſtant Reli- 


ion; which is more than F. S. hath given to thoſe of his own Church of 
2 Demonſtrations. 
R. P. But ſince Dr. St. grants the Church of Rome to hold all the E, 


ſential Points of Faith, how can he charge her with Idolatry, fince Jaolatry 


Defence, 
p.187, &c. 


Dial p.92. 


i an Error againſt the moſt Fundamental Point of Faith 2 1 pray Anſwer to 
this, for this comes home to the Buſineſs. | 

P. D. J am glad to ſee you but coming that way, To this Dr. Sr. 
hath already given a full and clear Anſwer, in his late Defence. 

(1. ) He ſaith, by the Church of Rome's holding all Eſſential Points of 
Faith, no more is meant than that ſhe owns and receives all the Arcien: 
Creeds. 1 5 
( 2.) T. G. grants, That Idolatry is giving the Worſhip due to God to a 
Creature. If therefore a Church holding the Eſſential Points of Faith 
may give the Worſhip dueto God to a Creature, then there is no Con- 
tradition between ſaying the Church of Rome holds all the Eſſential Points 


of Faith, and yet charging, it with 7dolatry. Becauſe 1dolatry is a Pra- 


ical Error, and therefore may be conſiſtent with holding all the Do- 
ctrinal Points of Faith; no more being neceffary to it, as Dr. Sr. 
proves, than entertaining a falſe Notion of Divine Worſhip, by which 
Means it may really give God's Worſhip to a Creature, and yet be ve- 


ry Orthodox in holding that God's Worſhip ovght not to be given to a 


Creature. 

R. P. . G. was aware of this Anſwer, and thus he takes it off. 75 
err, he ſaith, ſcricthy ſpeaking, xs to teach that which is oppoſite to Truth; 
but if the Church of Rome teaches, that the Worſhip ſhe gives to Saints and 
Images is not a part of the Honour due to God, and yet it is; then ſhe errs 
againſt the Second Commandment, though ſbe judges ſhe doth not. 

P. D. What is this to the Purpoſe 2 The Queſtion is not whether J. 
dolatry doth not imply a Practical Error againſt the Second Command- 
ment; but whether it be conſiſtent with the Doctrinal Points of Faith, 
ſuch as are Eſſential to the Being of a Church 2 For of this ſort of Er- 
rors, all the Diſpute was, as is plain from Dr. St.s Words, which gave 
Occaſion to this Objection. 


R. P. But is it not a Fundamental Error to deſtroy the Doctrine of the 


Second Commandment ? : 

P. D. If it be, The more Care had they need to have who put it 
out of their Books, that it may not fly in their Faces. But who ever 
reckoned the Commandments among the Articles of Faith > T do not de- 
ny it to be a very dangerous Practical Error to deſtroy the Doctrine of 


the Second Commandment ; or rather to take away the whole Force of the 


Dial. p.94. 


Precept; but I ſay, this is none of thoſe Eſſential Points of Faith which 
Dr. St. ſpake of; and therefore this is no Anſwer to him. 

KR. P. Therefore 7. G. adds, That this doth not proceed upon a general 
Theſts, whether ſome Idolatrous Practice may not conſiſt with owning the gene- 
ral Principles of Faith ; but upon a particular Hypotheſis, whether the Wer- 
ſhip of God by an Image, be not an Error againſt the Doftrine of the Second 
Commandment, if that be to forbid Men to worſhip him by an Image? And 
therefore if it be a Fundamental Point to believe that to be Idolatry which 


God hath expreſly forbidden in the Law under the Notion of Idolatry, and 


that be the Worſhipping of him by an Image, as Dr. St, aſſerts; 'tis _ 
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T. G. had not pur 


nandment, whereas he doth ſpeak particularly to it. 


that the Church of Rome in telling Men it is not Idolatry, errs againſt a Fun- 
damental Point ; and he cannot according to his Principles, maintain his 
Charge of Idolatry without a Contradiction. . 


p. D. This is then the thing to be tried; and therefore we muſt judge 


of it by what Dr. St. ſaid, to which this is ſuppoſed to be a Cautradicti- 
ou, Did he ever ſay, that the Church of Rome did not err againſt the 
Doctrine of the Second Commandment 2 Nay, he hath invincibly proved it 
hath. I ſay z#vincibly, ſince 7. G. gives it up in theſe Dialogues ; ſpend- 
ing ſo many Pages upon the Repetition of his old Arguments, and paſ- 
ſing over all that Elaborate Diſcourſe of Dr. St. about the Senſe of the Se- 
cond Commandment, on which the Hinge of the Controverſy depends, If 
then Dr. Sr. doth charge them with a very dangerous and ꝓernicious Er- 
ror in reſpect of this Commandment, that could not be the Fundamental 
Error he cleared the Church of Rome from, when he ſaid, ſhe held all E/- 
ſential Points of Faith, (mark that) and he explained himſelf purpoſely 
to prevent ſuch a Miſtake, to mean ſuch Dodrinal Points of Faith as are 
Eſſential to the Conſtitution of a Church, and the true Form of Baptiſm ; 
now the Queſtion is, Whether it be a Contradiction for a Man to ſay, 
that the Church of Rome doth hold all theſe Eſſential Points of Faith, and 
yet is guilty of 7dolatry > And how after all, hath J. G. proved it ? Ir is 
a Fundammental Point, faith he, to believe that to be Idolatry which God 


hath forbidden as Idolatry ; and fo it is to believe that to be Perjury, and 
Theft and Adultery, which God hath forbidden under their Notion. But 
will any Man ſay the true Notion of Adultery is a DoQrinal Point of Faith? 
Altho therefore it be granted, that the Church of Rome do err fundamen- 
tally againſt the 2d Commandment ; yet that doth not prove Dr. St. guilty 
of a Contradifion, becauſe he ſpake not of Practical Errors, but of the 
Doftrinal and Eſſential Points of Faith. And now I hope we have done 
"_ all theſe Preliminaries, and may come to the Point of Idolatry it 

R. P. Hold a little, you are ſtill too quick ; I have ſomething more 
yet to ſay to you before we come to it. ae 

P. D. What is that: 


R. P. J have a great deal to tell you out of Mr. Thorndike's Tut Dial. from 


— > 


D. 113. 


Weights and Meaſures, about the Charge of Idolatry, and the miſchievous p. 17 to 


Conſequences of it. 7 | 

P. D. To what End ſhould you repeat all that? I begin to think you 
were not in Jeſt, when you ſaid 7. G. put in ſome things to fill up his 
Book. Dr. St. had before declared the great Eſteem he had for Mr. 
Thorudike's Learning and Piety ; but in this particular, he declared, that 
he ſaw no Reaſon to recede from the common Doctrine of the Church 
of England, on the Account of Mr. Thorndike's Authority, Or Arguments. 


And Thavealready given you ſuch an Account of his Opinion with re- 


ſpect to the Church of Rome, as I hope will take off Mr. Thoradike's Te- 


ſtimonies being ſo often alledged againſt us by 7. G. and his Brethren. If 
poſely declined the main Matters in Debate between 
Dr. St. and him, he would never have ſtuffed out ſo much of his Book 


with things ſo little Material to that which ought to have been the main 


Deſign of it. | 


R. P. But IT have ſomewhat more to ſay to you, which is, That gu Dial. p. 
charge T. G. with declining the Diſpute about the Senſe of the Second Com- 116. 


P. P. 1 


4 TY 
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Dial. from 
p. 116. 0 
120. 

p. 121, 122. 


p. 127. 


(}) From p. 
702.20 p. 


715. ; 
(*) Fromp. tin. 


117. 70 p. 
720. 


(t) From p. 
720. 70 p. 


784. 


Dial. p. 
116, 117. 


P. D. J am glad to hear it; T hope then he takes off the Force of what 
Dr. St. had ſaid in his late Defence about it. For J aſſure you it was 
much expected from him. | 

R. P. What would you have a Man do? he produces at leaſt four Leaves 
of what he had ſaid before: And then a little after, near two Leaves more: 
And within a few Pages, above two Leaves again out of his old Book; 
and then tells how Dr. Sz. ſpends above an 100 Pages about the Senſe of 
the Second Commandment, whereas he neither removes the Contradiftions, 
nor anſwers the Arguments of T. G., but criticizeth upon the Exceptions of 
T. G. to the ſeveral Methods for finding out the Senſe of the Law ; bur, faith 


he, what need ſo much Pains and Labour be taken, if the Law be expreſs; 


and do not you think this enough about the Second Commandment > 
P. D. No truly. Nor you neither, upon any Confideration. For 
theDr. in hisDiſcourſe upon the SecondCommandment, (1) hath manifeſily 


overthrown. G. s Notion of an Idol, viz ofa Figment ſet up for Norſpip, by ſuch 
clear and convincing Arguments, that if 7.6. had any thing to have ſaid in 
. Defence of it, he would never have let it eſcaped thus. (2.) * He 
- hath proved the Senſe he gives of the Commandment to be the ſame 


which the Fathers gave of it. (3. ) Þ He takes off 7. G. s Inſtances of 
wor ſhipping before the Ark and the Cherubims; and the Teſtimony of S. Au- 

| 44.5 + He anſwers 7. G. s Objections and clears the Sexſe of the 
Law by all the Means a Law can be well underſtood. And is all this, 
do you think, anſwered by T. 6.'s repeating what he had ſaid before; 
or blown down by a Puff or Two of Wit? I do not know what 7. G. 
thinks of it; but I do not find any underſtanding Man takes this for an 
Anſwer, but a mere Put-off. So that I may well ſay , Dr. $z.'s Proofs 
are znvincible, when T. G. ſo ſhamefully retreats out of the Field, and 
ſculks under ſome Hedges and Thorns which he had planted before, for 
a Shelter in time of Need. 8 FS 

1 P. But why did not Dr. St. anſwer punctually to all that T. G. 
ſaid? | ata 

P. 4 Becauſe he did not think it material, if the main things were 

roved. 5 30 
5 R. P. But 7.6. will think them unanſwerable, till he receive Satisfa- 
ction concerning them. | . 

P. D. That it may be is impoſſible to give a Man, that hath no Mind 
to receive it ; but if you pleaſe, let me hear the Strength of what 7. 6G. 
lays ſuch Weight upon, that he may have no ſuch Pretence for the Fu- 
ture; and leſt the Third time we meet with the ſame Coleworts. 

R. P. Doth not Dr. St. make expreſs Scripture his moſt certain Rule of 
Faith Doth not he on the other Side deny any thing to be an Article of Faith, 
which is not acknowledged to be ſuch by Rome it ſelf. Then if God hath ex- 
preſly forbidden the Worſhip of himſelf by an Image, it is an Article of 
Faith, that he ought not to be worſhipped by an Image; and fince Rome doth 
not acknowledge it, it is not an Article of Faith. Therefore T. G. calls upon 
the Dr. to ſpeak out. Is it, or is it not an Article of Faith? But T. G. faith, 
He hath found out the Myſtery of the Buſineſs (for he can find out Myfte- 
ries, J aſſure you, as well as diſcover Plots, and catch Moles ) to gratify 
the Non-conformiſts, the Articles of the Church of England muſt paſs only 
for inferior Truths; but when the Church of Rome is to be charged with 
Idolatry, then they are Articles of Faith: So that as T. C. pleaſantly faith, 
The ſame Propoſition taken Irenically is an inferior Truth, but taken Polemi- 
cally it muſt be an Article of Faith, becauſe expreſly revealed in . 1 
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P. D. Is this it which T. G. thought worth repeating at large? Surely 
it was for the Sake of the Clinch of Jrenically and Polemicalh, and not 
for any Shew of Difficulty in the thing. For all the Miſt is eaſily ſcat- 
tered by obſerving a very plain Diſtinction of an Article of Faith; which 
is either taken, 1. For an eſſential Point of Faith, ſuch as is antecedent- 
ly neceſſary to the Being of a Chriſtian Church; and ſo the Creed is 
ſaid to contain the Articles of our Faith ; and in this Senſe Dr. St. ſaid 
the Church of Rome did hold all the eſſential Points of Faith , which we 
did. 2. For any Doctrine plainly revealed in Scripture, which is our 


Rule of Faith. And did Dr. St. ever deny, That the Church of Rome 


oppoſed ſome things clearly revealed in Scripture? Nay, it is the Deſign 
of his Books to prove it doth. And if every Doctrine which can be 
deduced from a plain Command of Scripture, is to be looked on as an 
Article of Faith, then, That the Cup us to be given to thoſe who partake of 
the Bread, that Prayers are to be in a known 1 will become Articles 
of Faith; and do you think Dr. St. either Jrenically or Polemicalhy, did 
ever yield, that the Church of Rome did not oppoſe theſe? If 7. G. lays 
ſo much Weight on ſuch ſlight things as theſe, J muſt tell you, he is not 
the Man I took him for; and J believe it was only Civility in Dr. St. to 
paſs ſuch things by. : 
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R. P. But T. G. would know, what he means by expreſly forbidden, only Dial. p. 
that it is clear to himſelf, expecting that others ſhould ſubmit to his ſaying it, 121, 


a4 the Travellers did to Polus in Eraſmus ; or that it is clear or manifeſt of 


it ſelf 2 And that it is not ſo, he ſaith, appears by the Pains and Ways he 
takes to find it out. e 

P. D. This is yet a Degree lower. By clearly and expreſly, Dr. St. 
means that which is ſo to an unprejudiced Mind. For there is nothing ſo 
plain, but Men may cavil at it. Not the Being of God; not the Cer- 


tainty of our Senſes; not the Differences of Good and Evil; not the Com- 


ing of the Meſias; not the Truth of the Scriptures. But will T. G. ſay, 
That none of theſe are clear, becauſe Men are pnt to Pains and ſeveral 
ways to prove them? If therefore Dr. Sz. hath ſhewed, that all the E- 
vaſions of the Force of the Second Commandment are mere Cavils, and 
would take off as well the Force of any other Commandment, if Men 
thought themſelves as much concerned to do it; I think he hath proved 
the Senſe of the Commandment to be clear and expreſs againſt the Wor- 
ſhip of God by an Image. And for his Friend Polus, you know it doth 
not look well in Converſation for a Man to repeat his own Jeſts. But 


you named a Third Paſlage T. G. repeats out of his former Book. What 


is that, I pray 2 

R. P. That concerns Dr. St. s Firſt way of finding out the Senſe of the 
Law: For, he faith, the Law doth only expreſly forbid bowing down to the J. 
mages themſelves as the Heathens did; but ſpeaks not One Word of the Law- 
fulneſs, or Unlawfulneſs of worſhipping God himſelf by them ; and upon this 
he upbraids Dr. Sz. that ſpending above a Hundred Pages about theSeyſe 
of tlie Second Commandment, he neither endeavours to remove the Contradi- 
ions, nor to anſwer the Arguments of T. G. 

P. D. Then truly he deſerved Pity, and to have his Friends come in 


to help him, they are ſuch wonderful Contradictions and mighty Arguments, 
But Dr. St. hath at large proved, (I.) That the Heathens did not take „ 


fence p. 


125. 


Dial. p. 


the Images themſelves for Gods, in a large Diſcourſe to that Purpoſe, 465, &c. 


and conſequently this Command was not expreſs againſt the Heathen L. 
dolatry in T. Gs Senſe of it. (2.) That the Fathers did underſtand this 
| Com- 


* 
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Commandment to be expreſly againſt the Worſhip of God 2 an Image ; in 
another large Diſcourſe, which he concludes with thoſe Words of St. 


Ambroſe, Non vult ſe Deus in lapidibus coli, God will not be worſhipped in 


Stones, And is this nothing to the anſwering 7. 6.'s Arguments? (3.) 
That the Worſhip of God befere the Ark and the Cherubims (the only Ar- 
gument of T. G.) doth not reach to the Worſhip of God by Images; and 
this in another ſet Diſcourſe. (4.) That God did afterwards explain his 
own Law, by condemning the Worſhip of himſelf by Images; in the 
caſe of the Golden Calf, and the Calves of Dan and Bethel, and he pun- 
ctually anſwers T. G. s Objections. And after all this, Ts it not great 
Tenderneſs and Modeſty in T. G. to ſay, That Dr. St. only criticizeth upon 
T. G.'s Exceptions, and doth neither remove the Contradictions, nor anſwer 
the Arguments of T. G.? I never yet ſaw plainer Evidence of a forlorn 


Cauſe, than theſe things give. By this Taſte, I begin to fear, when we 


come to the Charge of 7dolatry , we ſhall find very little new, or mate. 
rial. However, being thus far engaged, I am reſolved, God willing, 


to attend you quite through his late Dialogues; and if you pleaſe at our 


next meeting, we will enter upon the Charge of Idolatry, and I will un- 
dertake to make good the Charge, and I ſhall expect from you Z. G. 
Anſwers. 15 Eh | | | 

R. P. J will not fail; and T pray Brother Fanatick, let us have your 


Company, for I have a terrible Charge againſt the Church of England 


for bowing to the Altar. 
F.C. I ſhall be glad to hear that with all my heart. 


The Erd of the Second Conference. 


THE 


— 


„ 


TH E 


Third Conference, 


About the Nature of I DOLAT Rx. 


* 


P. D. E are now entring upon a weighty Buſineſs ; and 
therefore without any Preface to it, I begin. Dr. 


St. in his late Defence hath undertaken to clear the 
Nature of Idolatry, by conſidering Two things. 
1. Whether it were conſiſtent with the Acknowledgment of One Supreme 
Ged ? 2. Wherein the Nature of that Divine Worſhip lies, which being 
given to a Creature makes it /dolatry ? . 0 f 
1. To clear the former, he conſidered, who thoſe are, which by 
common Conſent are charged with 7dolatry, and from thence he ſuppo- 
ſed the beſt Reſolution of the Queſtion might be gathered ;' and thoſe 
were, (I.) The Ancient Heathens, (2.) Modern Heathens, ( 4.) The A. 
rians. And concerning theſe, he proved, That they did all acknowledge 
One Supreme God; and conſequently the Norion of Idolatry could not 
conſiſt in the Worſhip of many independent Deities. | þ 
(1.) As to the Ancient Heathens. (1.) From the 7; eſtimony of Scrip- 
ture. ( 2.) From their own Writers in the Roman Church, of whom he 
names Twelve conſiderable Ones. (3.) From the Fathers; and there he 
ſhews from a multitude of plain Teſtimonies, that the State of the Con- 
troverfie about Idolatry between the Fathers and Heathens, was not about 
a Supreme God which was acknowledged on both ſides, but whether Di- 
vine Worſhip were to be given to any Creatures-on the Account of any 
ſuppoſed Excellency in themſelves, or Relation to God ? And ſo he 
draws the Hiſtory of this Controverſy through the ſeveral Ages of Juſtin 
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Martyr, Athenagoras, Clemens of Alexandria, Origen, Cyril, S. Auguſtin, 
&c. Tn ſhort, through all thoſe, who did with greateſt Reputation to 


Chriſtianity manage this Cauſe againſt the Heathen 1dolaters. 09 -\ 


(2.) As to Modern Heathens; Two Ways. (t.) From the Teſtimony 


of your own Writers concerning the Brachmans, Chineſes, Tartars, Ame-- 


ricans, Africans, Goths and Laplanders. ( 2.) From the Teſtimony of 
the Congregation of Cardinals in a remarkable Caſe about 7dolatry in Chi- 
na, wherein their Reſolution was deſired. | di aft) 

(3.) As tothe Arians; he proves from Athanafius, Gr. Naxianzen, 
Nyſſen, Bafil, Epiphanius, Cyril, Theoderet, S. Chryſoſtom, S. Ambroſe, S. 
Awguſtin, That the Arians were unamimouſly charged with 7dolatry ; 
although they did acknowledge but one God , and ſuppoſed the greateſt 
created Excellencies to be in Chriſt, and believed the Worſhip of Chriſt 


| tended to the Honour of the Father. \.# Nie 
2. As to the Nature of Divine Worſhip: He proceeds in this Method. 


* 


1. To ſhew what Worſhip is; which he diſtinguiſhes from Honour, tlie 
One relating to bare Excellency, the Other to Superiority and Power; 
which Diſtinction he proves from the moſt Eminent School Divzves. 


2. What 
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2. What Divine Worſhip is; viz. ſuch a Subjection of our ſelves to 
God as ſhews his peculiar Sovereignty over us: From whence he pro- 
ceeds to manifeſt, That there are ſome peculiar external Ads of Divine 
Worſhip, which he proves, (1.) From the Nature and Defign of Religious 


Worſhip; and here he enquires into the Diſtinction of Civil and Religious 


Worſhip ; which, he faith, as other moral Actions, is to. be taken from 
the Circumſtances of them; and from hence came the Inſtitution of ſo. 
lemn Rites for Religious Worſhip. And the beſt Divines of the Roman 


Church do allow; That there ought to be ſome peculiar external Ads of 


Divine Worſhip ; which he likewiſe proves from the infinite Diſtance 
between God and his Creatures; and from the remarkable Teſtimonies 


of the Heatbens to that Purpoſe. 


(2.) From God's appropriating ſome external Ads of Worſhip to himſelf, 
wherein he ſpeaks to Two things: 

T. What thoſe Ads are which God hath appropriated to himſelf; of 
which he reckons up Six. OY 

r. Sacrifice. 2. Religious Adoration, 3. Erection of Temples and 
Altars. 4. Burning of Incenſe. 5. Solemn Invocation. 6. Vows. 

2. How far God's appropriating theſe Acts doth concern us? Which he 
thus reſolves. 1. It is granted there muſt be ſome peculiar Acts. 2. 
God is the beſt Judge of them. 3. What he hath once appropriated 
cannot be made common till his Will be declared. 4. Chriſt hath made 
no Alteration herein by his Law. 5. The Apoſtles ſuppoſe the ſame No- 
tion of 7dolatry to continue ſtill, 6. The Fews did eſteem it Idolatry to 


uſe thoſe As of Worſhip towards any Creature. Where he ſhews, That 


— may be committed as many ways, as Worſhip may become due 
to God. 8 | | 

(3.)- From the Senſe of the Chriſtian Church; which hath condemned 
thoſe for Idolatry, who have applied theſe appropriate Acts of Morſpip 
to any thing beſides God. | 

3. How the applying the Ads of Religious Worſhip to a Creature 
makes that Worſhip Idolatry? Where he explains, 

1. What real Honour we do allow to the Saints on the Account of 
their Excellencies. | 

2. What Worſhip we deny to them. ( 1.) Inward Submiſſion of our 
Souls in Prayer, Dependance, and Thankſgiving. (2.) External and Solemn 
Acts of Religious Worſhip, which are given to Saints in the Church of 
Rome: And he proves from unqueſtionable 7eſtzmonies of Antiquity, That 
the Fathers did deny to be given to them. And ſo he concludes that 
Diſcourſe with a full and clear Explication of a 7e/#;mony of S. Auguſtin 
againſt [vocation of Saints. 


This is a brief 44/tradt of the Deſign of Dr. St. s Diſcourſe concern- 


ing the Nature of idolatry; whole Parts are too well conſiderd , and 
put together, to be blown down with a Puff or two of Wit. Let me 
now hear how T. G. hath acquitted himſelf in this matter, which we 
ſhall the better judge of, by having this Scheme before us. | 

R. P. I perceive you expect 7. G. ſhould have followed Dr. Sts Me- 
thod, and have anſwered him part by part; but he was wiſer than ſo; 
for he charges him with Three things. (t.) That he makes vain, and endleſs, 
and unneceſſary Diſcourſes. (2. Ihat he ought to have laid down the true Ne- 


ion of Idolatry from the Nature of the thing, which he hath not done. 


(3.) That he hath ty reported the Words and Senſe of Authors. 
After which, he diſproves the Parallel between the Heathen and Romiſh 
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7. D Thislaſt, if y ou pleaſe, we will reſerve to another Conſe- 
rence ; for! believe. the other Three, will hold us long enough. T pray 
begin where J. G. dotn. | ; 


R. P. Firſt, He complains much of theBulk of the Book ; and brings in a kind 


of a.7aylor's Bill of the Number of Pages: Imp. of 7. G.'s Notion of Idola- . 


try, P. 183. It. Of the Nature. of Divine Wor ip, p. 164. It. Of the 11. 


Controverſy about Images between Chriſtians and Heathens, p. 140. It. 
Of Images in the Chriſtian Church, p. x80. odd. It. Of the Senſe of the 


Second Commandment, p. 113. It. Of Iuſtances, and facings and linings, + - 


p 96. Sum. tot. p. 877. Was not this enough to put any Man out of 
umour ? 1 . 8 5 


p. D. No doubt; when he conſidered he was to pay it all. And T 


do believe what he faith, that he was very uneaſy when he read it; and like 


the Laconian in Boccalini, who was condemned to read over Guicciardines 
War of Pila : And defired rather to be condemned to the Gallies. For there 
is nothing more troubleſome to a Man than to ſee that he owes more 
than he is ever able to pßaxy. | 
R. P. But T. G. ſhews how much of the Bi might have been cut 


P. D. The ſhorteſt way had been to have thrown all into the Fire, 
as no doubt he would have done, if it had been in his Power; and that 
had been the moſt effectual Diſcharge to Dr. St.'s Charge of 1dolatry. But 
do you think, it is a good Anſwer to an Indictment, to fay it conſiſted 
of too many Lines ? OO EE Tron Dn en nn” he 

R. P. T. G. faith he ought to have proceeded more Mathematical- 
? P. D. How ſo? 4 9 e 
R. P. By laying down only theſe Four Poſtulata. 1. That Idolatry m 
conſiſt with the Acknowledgment of one Supreme Being. 2. That Go Fo 
to be worſhipped according to his own Appointment. 3. That theWiſer Hea- 


thens pretended they did not look on their Images as Gods, But as Symbols of 


that Being to which they gave Divine Worſhip. 4. That for the Four firſt 


Centuries, there was little or no Uſe of Images in the Temples and Oratories 


of Chriſtians. Which as far as I underſtand T. G. he was willing to have 
granted him. © on ee SAD 
P. D. Are you ſure of that 2 If theſe things be fairly granted, they 


will go a great way toward the Reſolution of the preſent Queſtion. But 


I pray let me underſtand how far, and in what Senſe ? 


R. P. For the firſt, That Idolatry may confiſt with the Acknowledement Dial. p. 
of one Supreme og I perceive J. G. puts this Limitation to it, at leaſt 174. 


a Idolatry is taken by Dr. St. for the giving External Acts of Worſhip due 
only to God, to a Creature. Os Pre tos CCC 
P. D. Let us then lay up this at preſent, that real Idolatruus Worſhip is 


conſiſtent with the Acknowledgment of one Supreme God; which may 


be of Uſe to us in this Debate. 


R. P. For the ſecond, T. G. faith, That it is no where denied, but is 
ſuppoſed by him, when he ſaith, that if God have forbidden himſelf to be 


worſhipped after ſuch a manner, the giving him ſuch Worſhip will be diſho- 

nouring of him, though the Giver intend it never ſo much for his Honour, 

much more then, the giving Acts of Worſhip appropriated to him to another. 

P. D. This is very kind. For then if it appear, that God hath for- 

bidden the Worſhip of himſelf by an mage, it follows that no Intention 

of. the Perſon can excuſe ſuch * from /dolatry. | 
| 2 


a 8 8 1 . 8 
ns n r 8 £ Ld $a * 
Ps . FR — 34% 25 > #364 22 8 "0 4 * Es 


K. P. 


68 CONFERENCES cmcerningthe = 


—__w_. 


R. P. For the third, concerning the Practice of the Wifer Heathens, T. G. 
allows the Doctor to make his beſt of it. - 


P. D. Then there may be Idolatrous Worſhip of Images, where the L. 
mages themſelves are not made the ObWects of Worſhip ; and conſequently 


if ſuch Worſhip be forbidden in the Second Commandment, that can- 


not be underſtood only of Bowing down to the Images themſelves. 
R. P. For the fourth, he ſaith, ſnce the Church hath a Power in de- 
Dial. p. freeing Rites and Ceremonies, it had been no Prejudice to his Cauſe, if it had 
176, &c. been longer before the Uſe of Images was brought into Churches. 
P. D. If the Church had looked on the Worſhip of Images ds an indif. 
ferent Rite, there had been ſome Reaſon for what 7. G. ſaith: But the 
Force of what Dr. St. ſaid, lay not merely in their having zo Images in 
Churches in the Primitive Times; but in the Reaſons given by the Primi- 
tive Chriſtians againſt the Worſhip of them. From whence he hath at 
large proved, that the Primitive Chriſtians did look on the Worſhip of 7- 
mages as utterly unlawful by the Law of God, altho' the Object repre- 
ſented did deſerve Worſhip. And this I take to be one of the moſt ma- 
terial Diſcourſes in Dr. Sts Book, to the preſent Controverſy, and which 
he lays the greateſt Weight upon. For he inſiſts upon theſe ſeveral par- 
on ticulars. (I.) * That they judged ſuch a Repreſentation of God ” J. 
mages to be unſuitable to his Nature; for which he produceth the 7%. 
monies of Clemens Alexandrinus, Juſtin Martyr, Athenagoras, Origen, St. 
. Hierom, St. Auguſtin and others. (2.) + That they looked on the Mor- 
p.490. &c. ſhip of Images as repugnant to the Wil of God; as being contrary tothe 
gd. 49+ Second Commandment, which did oblige Chriſtians, (3.) * That to ſup- 
+ P.497.to poſe that they looked on the Worſhip of Images as a thing indifferent, is 
p. os. to charge the Primitive Chriſtians with great Hypocriſy. (4.) + That 
the Chriſtian Church continued to have the fame Opinion about the Wor- 
" P.506.ro ſbip of Images after the Pagan Idolatry was ſuppreſſed. (5.) That it 
p.521. Was no juſt Excuſe in the Senſe of the Primitive Church, that they wor— 
ſhipped a true Object, or gave only an Inferior Worſhip to the Images, for 
the Sake of thoſe repreſented by them. (6.) + That Inorance and Su- 
perſtition firſt brought in the Worſhip of Images, which was {till con- 
p.538 to demned by the beſt Divines of the Church. (J.) That the Worſhip 
p.555. of Images came to be eſtabliſhed in the Church by very indirect Means; 
ſuch as Treaſon, Calumnies, Lies, and burning and ſuppreſſing all Books 
+P.812.to agfinſtit. (8.) + That when it was eſtabliſhed by the Second Council 
P. 840. of Nice, it was vehemently oppoſed by the Weſtern Church at the Council 
of Franckford : And that this Council of Nice was never owned in the 
Weſtern Church for a General Council till the Reformation began. 


P. 503, 
&c. 


And now I pray was it poſſible for T. G. to overlook all theſe things? 


Or was it fair to pretend to anſwer Dr. Sz.'s Book, wherein all theſe 


things are, and yet to paſs them over, as if they had never been written? 


Tf this be the way of making 7ſt Diſcharges, J am afraid . G.'s Credit 
cannot hold out long; for this is not after the Rate of Five Shillings in 
the Pound : And for all that J fee, Dr. St. may take out the Statute a- 
gainſt him. However, I ſhall conſider what he pretends to Diſcharge, 
and if his Payment be not good in that neither, his Word will hardly be 
taken for any 7ſt Diſcharge more. I pray go on. | | 

Dial. p. R. P. For the fifth Chapter, Of the Senſe of the Second Commandment, 

1725 T. G. faith, if God hath there expreſly prohibited the giving any Worſhip 
to himſelf by an Image, as Dr. St. affirms, there needed no more than to ex- 
poſe the Law as in a Table in Legiſlative Gothick (as it is done by him, 5 
| 671. 
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ſay, that the Church of 
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67 1.) with the Addition only of a Finger in the Margin to. Point to the 
Words, for every one that runs to read them. 5 | 
p. D. And mult this paſs for an Anſwer to Dr. St.'s Diſcourſe about 


the Senſe of the Second Commandment ? I am really aſhamed of ſuch 


trifling in a Matter of ſo great Importance. I know not whether it 


were the Legiſlative Gothict or no, or a 7 on the Wall, but ſomething 
or other about that Commandment hath ſo affrighted you in the Church of 


Rome, that you dare not let it be ſeen in your Ordinary Books of Devoti- 
on. As for the Cavil about expreſly, I have anſwer'd it already. 


R. P. For his laſt Chapter, T. G. faith, There needed no more than to Dial. f. 


P. D. Is it poſſible for T. G. to think to fob us off with ſuch Anſwers 
as theſe ? barely to tell his Adverſary, he might have ſpared this and 
the other Difcourſe. 8 Vo D | 

R. P. Burt T. G. faith, this is the moſt material thing in that Chapter. 

P. D. Say you ſo ? Was the wiſe Council of Nice ſo immaterial a thing, 


that it muſt now be quite abandoned, and no kind of Diſcharge be to 


much as offered to be made for it? Was there nothing material in what 
concerns the Charge of Contradictions, Paradoxes, School. Diſputes, Sc. 
And all the other Inſtances waved to come to this of Bowing to the Altar? 
There muſt be ſome Myſtery in this; and I think I have found it: The 
Patronus bone fidei inveighs bitterly againſt this, as worfe than Egyptian 
Idolatry, and reproaches Dr. St. upon account of his defending it: And 
T. G. finds it much eaſier to reproach than to anſwer. | 
K. P. The truth is, this Patrauus bone fide: doth T. G. Knight's-Ser- 
vice : For when he hath no mind to appear himſelf,” he ſerves him for a 
Knight of the Poſt, who runs Blindfold upon any thing that may diſcre- 
dit the Church of England ; Two or Three fuch rare Men would eaſe us 
of a great deal of Trouble. For 7. G. takes between Five and Six Pa- 
ges together out of him in this Place, beſides what he hath taken up at 
Intereſt upon other Occaſions. | OE 

P. D. Is this the Fu/# Diſcharge,to borrow ſo much out of theFanatick 
Stock? Setting then aſide what is brought over of the old Account, 
which had been reckoned for before ; and how very many material 
things are neverentred, which he was accountable for ; and how much 
he hath borrowed upon the Bona Fides of the Fanatick Hiſtorian, 
all the Reſt will amount to a very pitiful Diſcharge, But ſince no bet- 


England doth not allow any Worſhip to be given to 
the Altar. | . PER 


Dial. p. 


182. 


to 187. 


ter Payment can be had, let us at leaſt examine this: For this Bona Fiaes 


is a kind of Republican Publick Faith, which no body will truſt twice, 


not ſo much as for Bodkins and Thimbles. 


F. C. Hold Sir. You love always to be rubbing upon old Sores ; 


have you forgot the Ad of Oblivion > You know we dare not ſpeak 
what we think of thoſe Times now; and is that fair to accuſe when we 


dare not anſwer 2 Mind your own Buſineſs, defend the Church of En- 


gland if you can, in that Idolatrous Practice of Bowing to the Altar. I al- 
ways thought what it would come to,whenDr. St. went about the Charge 
of Idolatry upon the Principles of the Church of England; I knew he could 
never defend himſelf but upon good Orthodox Fanatick Principles, as 


vou call them. Now Sir, you have him at an Advantage, join your 


Force and 7. G.s with that of the Patronus bonæ Fidei, and if the Geeſe 
follow the Fox cloſe, you willl keep him from ever ſtirring 
more. | 
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180. 


P. D. I thank you for your good Will to the Cauſe, and that is all J 
fear from you; you only add to the Number, and help to preſerve the 
Roman Capitol by your Noiſe. | Sig | a 

R. P. You ſhall not eſcape thus; what fay you to Bowing to the Al. 
tar, is not that as great do/atry, as Worſhip of Images? 


P. D. Do you not remember the Anſwer Dr. St. hath already given L 


to this ObjeCtion ? | 1 

R. P. Itell you I read none of his Books and know not what he hath 
written, but as I find it in T. G. LE 2 

P. D. What is that: 1 . 

R. P. Have I not told you already, That the Church of England doth 
not allow any Worſhip to be given to the Altar? . 

P. D. And is not that to the Purpoſe? For dare any of you ſay fo 
of the Church of Rome in reſpect of mages ? | 

R. P. But 7. G. faith, This is not the meaning of the Canon which Dr, 
St. produces: For, he faith, The Canon only implies that they give no Re- 
ligious Worſhip to it, but they do not deny any kind of Worſhip to be given to 
it; and Dr. St. himſelf grants, that there is a Reverence due to Sacred 
Places. | | | . 

P. D. Now your Bolt is ſhot, IJ hope I may have leave to ſay ſome- 
thing both in behalf of the Canon and Dr. Sz. ( 1.) For the Canon, I 
fay as Dr. St. did, That it denies any Worſhip to be given to the Altar; 
for it makes the Adoration to be immediately made to the Divine Maje- 
fly, without Reſpect to the Altar, either as the 04jet or Means of Wor- 
ſhip; which I prove, (1.) From the Introduction. For can any Words be 
more expreſs than thoſe in the Introduction? For as much as the Church is 
the Houſe of God, dedicated to his Holy. Worſhip (not to that of the A. 
tar) and therefore ought to mind us both of the Greatneſs and Goodneſs of his 


Divine Majeſty (not of the Sacredneſs of the Altar) certain it is that the 


Acknowledgment thereof, not only inwardly in our Hearts, but alſo outwardly 
with our Bodies, muſt needs be pious in it ſelf, 2 unto us, and edifying 
unto others. If the Intention of the Canon had been to have given any 
Worſhip to the Altar, the Introduction muſt have related to that, and 
not to the Divine Majeſty. V7 

_ (z.) From the Recommendation; We therefore think it meet and behove- 


ful, and heartily commend it to all good and well-affefted People, Members 7 


this Church, that they be ready to tender unto the Lord, (not to the Altar 
the ſaid due Acknowledgment by doing Reverence and Obeyſance both at their 
coming in and going out of the ſaid Churches, & e. according to the moſt An- 


cient Cuſtom of the Primitive Church in Pureſt Times, and of this Church 


alſo for many Tears of the Reign of Queen Elizabeth. 


3.) From the expreſs diſowning the giving any religious Worſhip to the 
Commanion Table, Which is not meant of an inviduum Vagum, but of 
this Act of Adoraion, which is the Religious Worſhip here ſpoken of; and 
thereby no kind of Worſhip is — to the Altar, but only to God. 
And which is more plain yet by what follows, That it is not done out of 
an Opinion of the Corporal Preſence of Chriſt's Body on the Table, or in the 
Myſtical Elements ; but only (mark that ) for the Advancement of God's 
Majeſty, and to give him Alone, (not the Altar together with him ) that 
Honour and Glory which is due unto him, and no otherwiſe. Can any Words 
be plainer than theſe? They want only Legiſlative Gothict, and a Finger 
in the Margin, for 7. G. to underſtand them. | 
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(4 ) Archbiſhop rod who certainly underſtood the meaning of 
this Canon, pleads only for the Worſhip to be given immediately to God 


himſelf. God forbid, faith he, That we ſhould worſhip any thing but God 


himſelf: And he adds, If there were no Table ſtanding, he would worſhip Spicch in 
God when he came into his Houſe. And he calls it till, Doing Reverence are 
to Almighty God, but only towards his Altar : And he faith, The People did p. 43, 46. 
enderſtand this fully, and apply the Worſhip to God, and to none but God. 
(5.) When the introducing this, was made One of the Articles of 
his Charge by the Commons; his Anſwer was, That his bowing was only to 6 
worſhip God, not the Altar; and I hope it is no Offence or Treaſon to worſhip ry's Trial, 
God in the King's own Chappel, or to induce others to do the like. P. 473, 
(6.) I do not find any of our Divines, who pleaded moit for it, do 
contend for any more than worſhipping God towards the, Altar, and not 
giving any Worſhip to the Altar; the Arguments they uſed were for de- 
termining the Local Circumſtance of Worſhip, and not for making the 
Altar the Object of it. And the Difference between theſe Two Dr. $:. 
hath at large cleared, 8 Defence, 
R. P. But cannot we ſay, That we only worſhip God before an Image, abba 
and fog. give any Religious Worſhip to the Image; and then the Cale is 
Parallel? | 
P. D. You may ſay fo, and you ſometimes do, to deceive ignorant 
people; but you cannot fay it truly. For, (f.) Your Councils have de- 
termined, That Religious Worſhip is to be given to Images; our Canon faith, 
It is not to be given to the Altar, therefore the Caſe is far from being Pa- 
rallel. And Dr. Sr. hath fully proved, That the Nicene Council did re- 
quire Religious Wor ſhip to be given to Images; and Anathematizes all who 3 
did it not. And utterly rejeits thoſe that ſay, They are to be had only for 
Memory, and out of ſome kind of Honour or Reverence ; for nothing but Re- 
ligious Worſhip would ſatisfy them. And the Acts of that Worſhip are ex- 
preiſed to be not only Boming but Proſtration, Kiſſing, Oblation of Incenſe 
and Lizhts : And Dr. St. hath elſewhere ſhewed, That all the 44s of 
Worſhip which the Heathens did perform to their Images in Old Rome, are 
given to Images in Modern Rome. (2.) Thoſe in the Church of Rome, a 
who have only contended for the Worſhip of God before the Image, have 64.5, 
been condemned by others as /avouring of Hereſy, who ſay it is a Matter ?- 699. 
of Faith in the Roman Church, that Images are to be worſhipped truly and 
properly; and that the contrary Opinion is dangerous, raſh, and favouring 
of Hereſy, which is likewiſe proved at large by Dr. St. ns. 
R. P. But doth not Dr. St. himſelf allow a Reverence due to Sacred 399. 1 
Places? ' | ; | 
P. D. He doth ſo. But do you obſerve the Difference he puts be- 
tween that and Worſhip? J will endeavour to make his diſtin&t Notion 
of theſe things plain to you. 


Firſt, He diſtinguiſhes between Honour and Worſhip : 
(1.) Honour he makes to be the Eſteem of Excellency ; 


Fit Inward, only in the Mind. 
cher Outward, in Acts ſuitable to that Eſtimation. 


And 
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And this Excellency may be Twofold, 1. Perſonal. 2. Relative. 
1. Perſonal ; and that Threefold : 


— 


L 


r. Civil; in Regard of Human Society, as that of Abraham to 

the Children of Heth. 

EY Natural , 

2. Moral; on Account of Moral Excellencies; cher? or 
Acquired, 


13. Spiritual; in Regard of Supernatural Graces: 
And that may be given Two ways, 


(i.) To the Perſons as preſent ; which is Religious Reſped : as 
that of Nebuchadnezzar to Daniel, Dan. 2. 46. Of Abraham 
to the Angels, Gen. 18. 2. | | 
< (2.) To them as Afſent; and this is Religious Honour: And it 
| lies chiefly in Thankſgiving to God for them, and celebrating 

their Memories; becauſe the Honour of Divine Graces ought 
| to redound chiefly to the Giver of them. 


2. Relative; from the Relation which things have to what we eſteem 
on the Account of its own Excellency. | 


and ſo we ſet a Value on their Pictures, on their Letters or 
< Hand-writing, or any thing belonging to them. 
2. Spiritual Relation to God and his Worſhip; and the Regard to 
1 thele he calls Reverence. 


P Civil Relation to our Friends, or Strangers whom we eſteem); 


And that lies in theſe things: 


(I.) Diſcrimination from common Uſe. 
2.) Conſecration to a facred Uſe. . : 
3.) Suitable Uſage of them in Regard of that Relation. 


But if you ask wherein the Difference of this lies from Worſhip; He 
ſaith, from the greateſt Divines of your Church, that | 


(2.) Worſhip hath a Reſpect to Power and Superiority; and that is 
5. Civil; in Regard of the Power and Authority of Magiſtrates. 


2. Religious; in Regard of God's peculiar Sovereignty over us. 


And that is Twofold, 


I. * Sabmiſion, 
Dependance. 


2. External; which muſt be, 
1. Such as expreſs our Submiſſion and Dependance; as 
I. Sacrifice. 2. Solemn Invocation. 3. Adoration. 4. Vows. 
5. Swearing by him, Re. 
2. They muſt be peculiar to himſelf. 
1. From 


5 
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: 1. F om the DiBate of Nature as to the Peculiarity f God's 


1 i 851 Will of God "which approjriate ſuch in "*Y N 


himſelf. * 
3. From the Conſent of Mies, and the Chriſtian Chase. 
"L eraſe the giving that Worſhip which is due to God, and doth ex- 
preſs our Fubjection to him, to any thing beſides him, is Violation, of x 
the Rights of God's Sovereingty ; and if it be given to any Creature, 
it receives its Denomination from the Nature of that Creature to which * 
it! IS given. «i + | * 
# * | . 2 


2 
8 
| * * 4 
.) 10 2 e : nn "IS | 
Creatures. 1 T Saints... 4 
Dead Mer . Wicked | „ 3 7 
Jet” =O Huter Of all Sorts. - Fo * 
< * 4 3 
Tl Fa, © Mens, e S 
. | at ui Minerals. 5 i 
* 9 L P lants. . 0 
60 Inani- 7 * . » * 
„ mate. 1. I Artificial ; made to repreſent, i Þ . 
1 | Worſhip, and * 9 
e 


f Which, is propetly 2 | 2 the Warſtip 4 a he n iber 
becauſe that Word Idol is extended to any Creature to which the Worſhip 
proper to Cod is given; therefofe every ſuch kind of Worſhip is in Scri- 
pture, and by the Chriſtzan Church, called 1dolatry. And by this Scheme 
of Dr. St's Notion of theſe things, you may eaſily underſtand the Ditte- 

rence he puts between Reverence and Worſhip. 

R. P. But T. G. faith, The Church of Rome requires by the Ter erms L* p: 


Communion with ber, no more than Reverence, or Honorary Reſpect to 181 

Images. 

p D. Why doth 7. & go about thus to impoſe on his Readers with- 

out Anſwering what Dr. St. had produced to the congrary 5 from. three 

Things! 7 . 

2925 From the Decrees of the Second Council of Nice. 1 8 

2. From the conſtant Opinion of their moſt Eminent Divines, both 
before and after the Council of Trent. 
From the Publick and allowed Practices of their ch rch. 

x. In Conſecration of Images ior Worſhip ; with Forms preſcribed i in 
the Roman Pontifical.yg. 

2, In Supplication before f em, with Praſtrations and all other All 
of Worſhip which the Heathens uſed towards them. 

3. In Solemn Proceſſions with Images, with the ſame kind of Ponp 
and Ceremo ony which was uſed in Heathen Rome. | 

And after all this can T. G. have the Confidence to ſay, this is only 

 Hwmorary Reſpect, without anſwering to any one of theſe Partichlars, 

* were : eee alledged to E the orgy... | _ 
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* P, But now. Sir. look to your ſelf, for the Pane Tidei ocks 
129 before him, and proves Bowing to the Altgr,* practiſed iM the 
urch of England, to he worſe than Popiſh or Egyptian 7dolatrygy 

eh Lhope not worſe than the Power of Excommunication, Whi 
ſame Excellent Advocate for Fanaticks hath beſtowed'4s ill Names upon, 
and with as little Reaſon : But ſuch as it is, J am prepared tPreceive it. 

R. P. The Patronus bong Fidei ſaith, that, However Dr. St. wheedled © 
| and Plindedwith Preferments ( for that is the meaning of T. Us, 14 
endeavours to palliate this kind of Adoration, and to vindicate it from the 
Crime of Idolatry ; yet 1 doubt not to affirm, that this Bowing wit t thel- 
| olatry both of Egyptians and R@whaniits, not» only in horrible Iniquity and * 
"was but in Mages aud Folly. | 

C. Who i is this Patronus bong Fidei, you ſpeak ſo much of? He is 
a 3 Man, I warrant him. He ſpeaks home to the Buſineſs. 

P. D. Yes, if Ignorance and Confidence doth it ? For never did Man 

+ betray more than your Advocate, in this Saying. . 
F. C. He will prove it, Iwarraggyou. „„ 

P. D. Juſt as you did Kneeling af the Communion to be i ; if o 
well. But firſt for the Roman Idolatry. 

R. P. It is not, ſaith he, ſo much Maupeſo 1 in them to adore the Tord e- 
ſus under the Specits of Bread, as it is an fprror in them to believe Tranſul- 
ſtantiation. But it is an Hypochondriathl ? ladneſs, and Giddy-brained N 

idify, for Men to perform Adoration towards that Place, where Chriſt is no 
more preſent than any where elſe ; and where neither the Table, nir br 
nor any thing that is Jet n the Table (unleſs perchance'a dean T owelyTwo 
Books richly bound, or a Pair of Candleſticks with Two Candles in them, 
not to be lighted, till their Minds be quite drunk with Popery ) repreſent ei- 
= Chriſt or his Image. A Fanatical Adorat#on, he calls it, without any 
Object. * 
P. D. Call you this proving 3 > Tt is rather Raeing ail Foaming at the 
Mouth. This is ſuch Biting as may endanger an Zydrophobia. There 
is no arguing with ſuch a Man, but in a dark Room and under good 
Keepers. But that you may take no. Advantage by his Sayings ; how 


— . — fg WY. 20. 


- can it be Idolatry without an Object? 1. e. Idolatry without an 7: bl, But 


can there be no Olject of Worſhip but what is Viſibles What doth he 
worſhip himſelf > Or rather whom do his Clients the Fanaticks worſhip 2 
Nothing ? Becauſe not a Viſible Olject. Is not Adoration a part of Wor- 
ſhip 2 If not, it is no Idolatry to give it to an Jmage. If it be, then 
Bowing an Iuviſſble Object in a Place dedicated to Divine Wor ſhip, is 
giving to God that Worſhip, which being given to an Image — it J. 
dolatry. I pray Sir, do Yo anſwer for him. 
F. C. J underſtand you not. ' | | , 

P. D. I thought ſo. But J will 8 to make you underſiang me. 
Is the Bowing down to an Image Idolatry * .* 

F. C. Yes, without all doubt. . | 

FD . not Hdolatry giving to a Creature theWorſhip that irdue to God? 

F. C. Yes. 

P. D. How can that be giving to Creature the Worſhip 4 to God, if 
it be not lawful to =» this Worfhip t. to > God which you | give to the Cr ea- 


ture? | e 
Z. C. if know not what you mean. TITS. . 
P. D. Not yet: Is not Adoration of an wats aum TW. 
AG Yo Lol yuh once already. ; 


"= P. P. 
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E C. That is not it; but it is bowing to the Altar. 


needs no other Suppoſition but of his I»finite Majeſty and Omnipreſence ; 
| L 2 


+ 


as 


— —_ . 3 * 
— 


Pa 
4 


.”_ 


IDoLATRY of the Church f ROME. 76 


4 
nn 


7. D. Then Adoration is to be given to God. How elſe can the givin g 
it to a Creature make it /dolatry ? f . | 
E. C. I do not well underſtand you; but as far as T can gueſs, you 


ſpeak of Bodi Worſhip ; but alas! We know, That God muſt be worſpippe 


in Spirit and in Truth, | 
p. D. Who denies that > But obferve what follows, then no Man is 
guilty of {dolatry, that doth not worſhip an Image in Spirit and in Truth: 
But the Law forbids Bowing down to them, and Worſhipping of them ; do 
you think, that Zowing down is meant of the Mind or of the Body > 
FE. C. What is it you would have by all theſe Queſtions 2 , 


P. D. No more but this; that it is lawful to give External *Adoration 
to the Divine Majeſty. | : mu” I 


F. C. And what then? * s 

P. D. Is itlawtul to give God that Worſhip, (which it is lawful to 
give abſolutely) in a Place ſet apart for his Worſhip? | 

F. C. That is a ſtrange Queſtion indeed. R 

P. D. See now, what you have brought your ſelf to; to acknowledge 


that to be Jawfal which you ſo raſhly called Idolatry. 
F. C. What is that? | 


5. D. Bowing in the Church, in Teſtimony of our Adoration of the 


Divine Majeſty. 


P. D. Who knows beſt? Thoſe that made the Canon, or you ? They 


declare they meant nothing elſe than what J have faid ; and deny any Re- 


ligious Worſhip to be given to to the Altar. And would not you think it 
hard for us to accuſe you for worſhipping your Hats in Prayer, becauſe 
you put them before your Faces when you pray; as you do us for wor- 
ſhipping the Altar, becauſe — towards it? 
F. G But you look towards the Altar when you bow. 
P. D. 


And are not your Eyes upon your Hats when you pray? And 


is not Prayer a Part of God's immediate Worſbip? 
F. C. But we call it, Bowing to the Altar. * 
P. D. We may as well call yours, Praying to the Hat. 
F. C Some do aſſign the Reaſon of their Worſhip from the Communion 


Table, and we never do from our Hats. 


P. D. They do not aſſign the Reaſon of their Worſhip.; but the Reaſon of 
that Circumſtance of it, why that way rather than another ; which they 
parallel with the Fews worſhipping of God towards the Ark and the Che- 
rubims ; which yet were no OHells of Divine Worſhip , either by God's 
Appointment, or the Fewiſh Practice, or in the Opinion of ſome of the 
moſt Learned Divines, even of the Roman Church; who make the moſt 

Advantage they can of it, as Dr. St. hath at large proved in his Anſwer 
to T. G.; and I do not hear of any Reply J. G. hath made to it. 

'R. P. But the Patronus bone Fidei ſaith, The Papiſts have more Reaſon 
to worſhip Chriſt on the Suppoſition of Tranſubſtantiation , than you have to 
wor ſpi | 
Pi. D. What? Speak out. The Altar? We deny it to be any Object of 
Worſhip to us: If he means, than to worſhip God with external Adora- 
tion towards the Altar, let him do that, which he never yet did, prove 
What he faith; viz. That there is more Reaſon to worſhip Chriſt under 

the Bread on Suppoſition of 7ranſub/tantiation, than for our giving ex- 
ternal Adoration to the Divine Majeſly. For to give this Adoration to God, 


 % but 


* 
* 


2 1 9 


2 4 
ttt. 
* 


Defence 
from p. 

702, co p. 
717. 


3 * 
** —— 


5 CONFERENCES cmceruins ile 


— — 


but to worſhip Chriſt on the Altar under the Species of Bread a0 not 
only ſuppoſe the Truth of one of the moſt abſurd Suppoſitions in the 
World, That the Subſtance of the Bread is changed into the Body of Chriſt , 
and the Body of Chriſt is there inviſibly preſent under the Species of Bread; 
but it ſuppoſes likewiſe theſe things. 1. That the Boch of Chriſt, as u- 


nited with the Species of Bread, is a proper Object of Divine Adoration: 


;. e. that theſe Two do make up One entire Object of Divine Nor- 
ſhip: And then it follows, That the Sacramental Species are a partial 
Objet of Divine Adoration; for whatever goes to make up an Object 


entire, muſt have Share with it; which is quite another thing from an 
accidental Connexion, as of 2 Prince's Robes together with his Perſon; 


for no Man ever ſaid the Princes Garments made up with his Perſon, 


an 0zjef fit to be kneeled to in token of Subjedtion. But here is an Uni- | 


on ſuppoſed between Chriſt's Body. and the Accidents; andauch an Cri 
by vertue whereof Divine Worſhip is directed to the Species of Bread, 
and conſequentially to the Body of Chriſt as united thereto. 2. It lap. 
poſeth, That the Body of Chriſt being thus united with the Species of 
Bread may receive all that Worſhip which is due to Ged alone. Which 
is not very caſie to prove: Becauſe it doth not follow , that 


whereever a Body is, there thoſe things muſt be which do not reſult by 


neceſſary Concomitancy from the Being of a Body. For ſince it doth 


not follow by vertue of the 7ypeſtatical Union, that whercever the Bi. 


vinity is, the Human Nature of Chriſt mult be there alſo; how doth it 
necellarily follow, that whereever the Body of Chriſt is, the Divinity is 

ſo preſent as to make that Body become an O/ject of Divine Adoration? 
We fay the Foot is united to the Soul as well as the Head; but do we 


therefore ſay, That whatever is in the Soul is equally preſent in the Foo 


as in the Tlead. > As that the Foot reaſons, conſiders, directs, as the 
Head doth. It is not therefore bare Union, but the Mauser of Preſence, 
which doth make an OIjeßt fit for Adoration. That Preſence ought to 
be ( it not glorious and becoming the Divine Majeſty in that reſpect) 
yet ſo well atteſted, as the Divinity of Chriſt was in his Human Nature, 
by the Voice of Angels, by Teſtimony of God himſelf from Heaven, by 
Miracles, by Prophecies, &c. But here is nothing like this; no Evidence 


being given of the Divine Preſence under the Elements, neither from 


Senſe, nor Reaſon, nor Scripture. For the Scripture is only pretended x to 
{peak of the Body of Chriſt, and not of his D; vinity. 

R. P. But by vertue of the Fypoſtatical Union, whereever the Pody Or 
Chriſt is, his Divine Nature mult be preſent too, © 

P. D. That, I know very well, is commonly ſaid by you; but, J 
pray, conſider theſe Two T hings. (I.) If the Body of Chrift may be 
preſent by Reproduction of the ſame Body; as ſome of your greateſt and 
lateſt Divines have aſſerted ; then there is no ſuch Neceſſity 'of Concom- 
tancy of the Divinity of Chriſt ; becauſe they ſay, Gor may reproduce the 
ſame Body without all the Accidents of it, and conſeque ntly v irhout thc 
Hypoſtatical Union. (2.) By the ſame way of Concoit. aucy they may 
hold the Perſons of the Father and Foly Chaſt to be under the Species, 

and to be there worſhipped. For where the Body of Chriſt is, there tho 

Soul is; where Soul and Body is, there the Divinity is; w here the Civi- 
nity is, there the Perſon of the Son is; and where the Perſon of tlie Sr 
is, there the Perſons of the Father and "Di, Gheft are too. 

R. P. You may account this an Abſurdity; butiwe account it none 
at all: Vea, ſome of our Divines have ſaid, TF#e Jloly Trinity we-? 
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not every where, yet it would be in the Euchariſt, by vertue of this Con- 
cqmitancy. : 44 B 1 

P. D. I do not now meddle with your Opinions; T only conſider 
the Patiluus bonæ Feet and his Brethren, who do look on theſe as Ab- 


* 


7 


ſurditiès; and yet are ſo fooliſh to ſay, that our worſhipping God to- Iv 


4 wards the Altar is more abſurd than your worſhipping Chriſt on the Al- 


tar, on Suppolition of Tranſubſtantiation. But, why worſe than Egypti- 


an Ilolatri ] beſeech you? 
F. F. The Sgyptians, faith he, pretended ſome Colour for their Idolatry, 


a that an Ape, or a Cat, or a Wolf, &c. had ſome Participation of the Di- Dial. p. 


vinity; but thoſe that bow down to a Wooden Table are themſelves Stocks: 1. 
with much more to that Purpoſe. 1 
P. D. Is ſuch a Man to be endured in a Chriſtian Common wealth (not 

to ſay a Church, tor Excommunication he regards not) who parallels the 
Adoration given only to the Divine Majeſty (as our Church profeſſeth) 
with the Worfhip of an Ape, or a Cat, or a Wolf, &c> Nay, he makes 
the Egyptian Idolatry more reaſonable than our Worſhip of God. The 
only thing that can excuſe him, is Rage and Madneſs ; and therefore I 
leave him to his Keeper. But I pray tell me, was it mere Kindneſs to 
the Church, of England, which made 7.6. to produce all theſe Paſſages at 
full length out of the Patronas bong Fidei2 Or out of pure Spite to Dr. 


St. by ſo often repeating the Paſſage of his being delinitus & vccecatus ? 


And why in ſuch a Place, where he pretends only to give an Account of 

Dr. St. $wain and endleſs Difcourſes, doth he bring in this at large? Is it 

only,tor his Comfort to let him ſee, there is Ons Body at leaſt in the 

World more fooliſh and impertinent than he? We have ſeen enough of 

what 7. G. ought not to have done; let us now ſee what he ſaith Dr. Sr. 

ought to have done. Bl n Vo $2: oy 
R. F. The firſt thing to be done in a Diſpute, is to ſettle the State of the 

| Controverſy upon its true Grounds, by\laying down the true Notion of the Dial. 


Matter in Debate; therefore Dr. St. ought in the firſt Place to have gtutw us |2* 


the true Notion of  Taolatry in the Nature of the Thing; and tben to have 

ſbeun that Notion to have agreed to the Honour and. Veneration which the 

Church of Rome in her Councils declares muy be given to the Images of Chriſt 

and the Saints: But he choſe rather to dazzle the Eyes of the Reader with 

the falſe Lights of mere external Ads, the obſcure Practice even of wiſer 
Heathens, and the claſhing of School Divine. DIG OD lt 
P. D. Now I hope we are come to ſomething worthy of Conſiderati- 

on. I like the Method of proceeding very well. And I like Dr. S:.'s 

Book the better. becauſe I think he purſued the right Method, beginning 


firſt with the Nature of Idolatry and Divine Worſhip ; and then comin 


to the ſirſt Particular of Inage-Morſpip, which he hath handled with 
great Care and Exactneſs in reſpect of your Councils, as well as your 
Practices and School-Divines. VVVVVTVVTVSTTA WO 
H. P. It is true, he propoſed. well at firſt, but like a Preacher that hath Niat. 
patched up a Sermon out of his Note-book, he names his Text and then takes "95 
his leave of it. For, what he was to ſpea to, was Idolatry in the Nature of 
the thing, independently of any poſitive Law; whereas he ſpeaks only of an 
Idolatry forbidden by a poſitive Law; but if there be no Idolatry "antecedent 
5 a poſitive Prohibition, the Heathens could not be juſtly charged with Ido 
atry. * . N en * 
P. D. In my Mind, he did not recede from his Text at all, but pur- 
ſued it cloſely ;| but you are uneaſie at his. Application, and 8 
| ; | nd 
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_ find Fault with his handling his Text. What could a Man ſpeak to more 
pertinently as to Idolatry in the Nature of the thing, than to conſider, 
whatythat is, which is acknowledged to be 7dolatny both in the Heatheny 
and Arians; What that was, which the Primitive Church accouffted 1do- 
latry in them; What Opinions thoſe have of God, whom the Roman 
Church do charge with 7dolatry ; Wherein the Nature of Divine Worſhip + 
conſiſts, not only with Reſpect to poſitive Commands, but the general 
„ Me Conſent of Mankind; Did“ he not expreſly argue from the Reaſon and 
p. 191. p. Deſign of Solemn Religious Worſhip abſtractly from poſitive, Laus? Did 
210. he not ſhew + from many Teſtimonies, that the Heathens did look on 
beg . ſome peculiar Rites of Divine Worſhip, as ſo Sacred and Inviolable, that 
215. they choſe rather to dye, than to give them to any but a Divine0tjeft? It 
s true, after this, he enquires into the Law of God, and what Ads of 
Worſhip he had appropriated to himſelf ; and was there not great Reaſon 
to do ſo? Are we unconcerned in the Laws God made for his Worſpip: 
In my Apprehenſion, this was the great thing T. G. had to do, to prove 
that God's Law about Worſhip was barely Ceremonial, and only reſpected 
the Fews ; but that we are left to the Liberties of the Law of Nature, 
about Religious Worſhip : But he neither doth this, nor if he had done it, 
had he overthrown Dr. $?.'s Book. For he proves in ſeveral Places, that 
the Heathens had the ſame Diſtinctions of Sovereign and Inferior Worſhip; = 
abſolute and relative, which are uſed in the Rowan Church ; and if theſe 
do excuſe now, they would have excuſed them, who by Scripture and 
the Conſent of the Chriſtian Church are condemned for Idolatry. And 
judge you now, whether Dr. Sr. took leave of his Text, whether he did 
not ſpeak.to 7dolatry in the Nature of the thing. | . 
R. P. But he faith, The Heathens could not underſtand the Nature and 
P. 199, He. Sinfulneſs of Idolatry, if not from ſome Law of God; which is in Effet to 
clear the Heathens from Idolatry, till that Law was delivered to them ; 
whereas S. Paul ſaith, They had a Law written in their Hearts, whereby 
they might underſtand it ; and Dr. St. ought to have ſhewn wherein the De- 
ordination and Sinfulneſs of Idolatry did conſiſt antecellently to any poſitive 
Prohibition ; and till this be done, he can make no Parallel between the Hea- 
then Idolatry, and that of the Roman Church. 

P. D. 1 am glad to find any thing that looks like a Difficulty , which 
may give an Occaſion of farther Thoughts about this weighty Matter, 
and of clearing the Doctor's Mind concerning it. Herein I ſhall endea- 
vour to explain theſe Two Things. 1. How far Dr. St. doth make the 
Nature and Sinfulneſs of Idolatry to depend on the Law of God, 2. 
Wherein the Sinfulneſs of Iablatry doth conſiſt abſtractly from a poſitive 
Law. | i | 

1. How far he makes the Sinfulneſs of it to depend on a poſitive Law. 

x. He ſuppoſes Natural Religion to dictate theſe things. 1. That God 

Defencep. ought to be ſolemnly worſhipped. 2. That this Worſhip ought to be pe- 
or 197. Culiar to the Divine Nature in regard of his Sovereignty over us, and tho 
infinite Diſtance between him and his Creatures. 3. That the giving this 
ſolemn Worſhip which is due to God, to any Creature, is the invading 
the Rights of his Sovereignty. Thence he ſhews from Aquinas, that Wor- 
ſhip is not given to God becauſe he needs it, but that the Belief of One 
God may hereby be confirmed in us by external and fenſible Acts, which 
cannot be done unleſs there be ſome peculiar Acts of his Worſhip. And 
external Worſhip is a Profeſſion of internal; Acts being expreſſ;ve of 
our Minds, as well as Words. Thence he determines, that 1ds/atry is 4 
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Sin of "the higheſt Nature, becauſe it invades God's Peculiar Rights ; ant 
implies Blaſphemy in it, e takes away from God the Fenty 
of his „ ne Arg t theſe ArgMents. drawn from the Nature "of 
he thing,@nd not merely from a gojrrzve Law? iN 

2. Notwithſtandingheſe Dictates of Natural Reaſon concerning the 
Morſbip of God; yet he ſuppoſes Mankind to have been ſo corrupted, as 
to have loſt the Senſe of the Sinfulneſs of giving Divine Norſbip to Crea- 
tures, Which, he faith, they did chiefly on a Threefold Suppoſition. 
(1.)That God committed the Government of the World under him to ſome 
[nferior Deities.” Or, (2.) That God was the Soul of the World, and 
therefore the Worſhip given to the Parts of it did redound to him. Or, 


to God was that 
tures. & © 


„ 3 y a : 1 
z. That God ſaw it neceſſary to revive the Peculiarity of his Worſhip 


[ by his Law given in the Decalogue; which although given to the Jews, 


was of an Eternal and, Immutable Nature, being not built on any Reaſon 
peculiar to them, but common to all Mankind; and on this Account 
the Chriſtzan Church did look on the ſame Law as obliging all Chriſtians ; 
hath proved in ſeveral Places betore-cired. « 

en the Apoſtles went Abroad to reclaim the World from J. 
dolatry, they made uſe of no other Notion of it, than what was received 
among the Fs. and by the Regſons on which the Law of God was 


TY 


63.) That External Adoration was below him, and that the Service due 
of our Minds, and the other might be given to Crea- - 


ſounded, they convinced the World of that Sin ol latry, which by 


the Corruption of Mankind, and the Cuſtom of the World, they had 
Joſt the Senſe of. And this was plainly the meaning of Dr. S:.'s Words 
to any unprejudic'd, Mind, as appears by laying theſe things together ; 
which are all contained in the ſame Diſcourſe. - If we ſay the Gentiles 


had loſt the Senſe of ther Sins, as it is evident they had, and the Apo- 


1 
IS 


pollles made uſe of the Law of God to convince them; doth it hence fol- 


low, that the Sinfulnefy of thoſe things did barely depend upon a poſitive | 
Law? And therefore the Notion of Idglatry may be ſaid to be New, not 


as tho it were not againſt the Principles of Natural Religion, but becauſe 


they hac loſt the Seyſe of them ie the Law of Moſes was a New 


Law, tho' it revived the Lam of Nature in its Moral Precepts ; the Do- 
rine of Chriſt was a New Doctrine to the World, altho' moſt agrecable 


to the Principles of Natural Reaſon. 


* 


(20) The Sinfulneſs of Idolatry according to Natural Religion conſiſts in 


Cod and his Creatures: Which is a Violation of the Rights of his Svve- 


reiguty, and conſequently it is Crimen læſæ Maj eſtatis Divine, or Treaſon 


againſt the Divine Majeſty. (2.) In neglecting to give God the Workhip 
which was proper to him. d this was the conſequent of Idolatry; 
and not as tho rhe Nature of Idolatry did lie barely in not giving to Goa 
the Worſhip due to him, as T. E. ſeems to ſuggeſt - But when Men did ac- 


cuiiom themſelves to the Worſhip of Idols, they grew ſo fond of their own" 1 


theſe things. (.) In taking away the due Senſe of the Diſfance between 


: Dial. g. a 


inventions, that they had five" Ave Maries for one Pater Noſter ; and fg 
the Worſhip of God dame to be almoſt loſt in the Croud of Deities which 


they joined with him. (3.) In worſhipping vad Spirits, inſtead of good 
Ones ; Which craftily inſinuated themſelves among the 7dalaters under 
the Pretence of Inferior Deities. For ſo the People ſtill believed them 


to be good Spirits, and their learned Men defiedygll thoſe 'who ſaid they 


x 


worlhipped any other, as Dr. St. hath ſhewed et the Ohriſtians proved 


they 
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they were evil, becaule they received that V/orſhip from them, which the 


good ones would not do. (4.) In diſparsging the Divine Nature by making 


of. 


Images to repreſent him, (which ſuggeſted mean Thoughts of God to 
their Minds, leſſening the Apprehenſions of the Creatneſi of his Majeſty) 
and hoping to pleaſe God by worſhipping ſuch Repreſentations of him, 


| Which he thought ſo diſhonourable to himſelf, that he forbids it by 4 


ſevere Law, and puniſhed the Tranſgreſſors of it; and from hence the 
Chriſtian Church hath accounted the ſame thing a»/awfu/ to them, be. 
cauſe ſo diſhonourable to God. (F.) In taking away that Dependance up- 
on God, which he expects from his Creatures. For when they ſuppoſe 
that God hath committed the Care of theſe things to any Interior Beings, 
they are apt to make their Addreſſes to them more frequently becauſe 
of a Vicinity of Nature to them; and to depend upon them for Help in 
time of need; which takes off that entire Truſt in God which is moſt a- 
greeable to his Wiſdom, Goodneſs and Providence. (6.) In giving Divine 


Worſhip to vile and wicked Men inſtead of God. This was an Aggravation | 


of 1dolatry, and increaſed the Sinfulneſs of it; altho' the Nature of J. 
dolatry doth not lie in giving Divine Worſhip to bad Men, but to any Crea- 
tures, And in this Particular lay the abominable Sinfulneſs of the Poeti- 
cal Idolatry among the Greeks and Romans, which was ig tliis Reſpect 


worſe than of the moſt barbarous Nations we ever read of. (7.) The 


more vile the Practices, the more mean the Submiſſions, the more groſs 
the Errors of Idolaters were, the greater was the Sinfulneſs of | /dolatry. 
Hence the f/thy and obſcene Actions of the Eaſtern, Greek and Roman Idb- 


latries; the mean Submiſſions and the groſs Errors of the Egyptian Jdola- 


tries heightned the Sinfulneſs of them. Theſe are the main things where- 
in the Sinfulneſ of Idolatry did conſiſt, abſtractly from any poſitive Law. 
You ſee how freely I give them to you upon ſuch an Invitation, and 
much good may they do you. If Dr. St had thought 7. G. had deſired any 
ſuch thing from him, I do believe he would have added not only a Se- 
venth, but an Eighth Chapter for his ſake on ſuch a Subject as this, which 


it is fo eaſy to enlarge upon. But I ſtop for fear 7. G. ſhould think I 


am.only Patching up a Sermon out of Note- Boots; yet J think I have not 
taken leave of my Text. „ # 

R. P. Did you ever hear of the ſpelting Trumpet: | ü 

P. D. What hath the ſpeaking Trumpet to do with Idolatry? T am a- 
fraid I waked you out of ſome pleaſant Dream, you talk ſo far off from 
the Buſineſs. Now I think of it; T have found it by the Train of 
Thoughts, in Mr. Hobbs his way. Text led you to Preaching, and Preach- 
ing to the ſpeaking Trumpet, becauſe of the rare Invention of the Virtuo- 
ſo, to have one Parſon to preach to a whole County. _ : 

K. P. No, that is not it. T. G. brings it on the occaſion of this Diſ- 
| NO 


P. P. Doth he truly? But how comes it in? As the Man brought in 

Hercules into his Sermon by Head and Shoulders? . | 
R. P. 7. G. is a Man of a great Reach; and / therefore he may be al- 

lowed to bring in a thing, which another Man would never have thought 


P. D. But I pray how 2 


R. P. You know the Virtuoſo argued thus, If the ſpeaking Trumpet 
might be made to carry the Voice a League, then Eight Mile about; if Eight 


Mile, then round a whole County; and then why not from one Nation to aro- 


ther, there being no Stop in Art? « | | ; 
0 ä p. D. This 


—— 
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we. D. This is very ridiculbus but how doth 7. 6. apply it? 


R. P. To Dr. St. s Argumem againſt Relative Worſhip: 3 who ſaith that Dial p. 


by virtu 50 
other Creature. 


P 
„ 


p. P. And doth not the Argument hold? N 
R. P. No; T. G. faith, it is lite the Virtuoſo's arguing about the Speak- 


ing Trumpet. 5 | N egy 
p. D. I pray tell how. In my mind 7. G. rather imitates the Virtuo- 
ſo's Swimming on the Table; for he puffs and blows, and moves all the 
Joints of his Body, but he is on the Table ſtill. The Difficulty; remains 
guſt where it was; and the Speaking-Trumpet takes away none of the Force 
of it. For the Parity of Reaſon holds in one Caſe, which it is ridiculous 
to imagine in the other. | Was 4. 4-8 | 


R. P. J. G. faith, there is a Conformity between it; and the Extenſion of 
Worſhip to any Creature. For, he faith, there is a. flop in Nature. 
P. P. How and where? For why may not I worſhip God in any Crea- 


«hat, Men may worſhipth#"Sun, the Stars, the Earth „or any 102. 


ture as well as by an Image? Where are the Meaſures and Bounds fixed, 


that thus far we may go and no farther? Why may we not worſhip 
Trees, and Fountains, Earth, and Water, and the whole Hoſt of Hea- 
ven as well s an Image 2 If we have due Apprehenſions of God in our 


Minds as the Creator of them, and do not ſuffer our Worſhip to reſt ab- 
ſolutely on the Creatures, but intend to carry it at laſt to God, and to fal 


only 4 an Inferior manner upon gem: I cannot for my heart find out 


this flop in Nature. For the Reaſon of Relative Worſhip as to an Image, 
is bare Imagination, ſuppoſing that Perſon to be preſent who deſerves 
Worſhip : But in the Worſhip of the Creatures, there is a; Real Preſence of 
the Divinity, anda certain Relation which the Creatures have to God; why 
therefore may I not worſhip God in any of his Creatures, as well as by 
an Image? And ſo the Ancient do/atry of the World, which the Chriſtian 
Religion rooted out, may by the Help of this Trick of Relative Worſhip 
be revived again. | OG Es. 
R. P. You run too, 


R un too ſaſt. For 7. G. faith, the Creatures, ever fince Senſe 
prevailed againſt Regi, are become lite Stumbling-blocks to the Souls of 
Men, and a Snare to the Feet of the Unwiſe, to allure and draw them to the 

worſhip of tbe . | #4 

P. D. And do you think mages (but that they are ſet ſo high ) 

have not more of the Nature of Stumbling-blocks in them : Are they ſuch 

Immaterial and Inſenſible Things, when S. Auguſtine ſaith, Their very 

Faſhion and Shape'is apt to move Men more, and the Likeneſs to a Living 

Being prevails 6. on the Affections of miſerable Men to worſhip them, than 

their Knowledge that they are nat Living doth to the Contempt of them ; as 

Dr. St. obſerved. : > | "I 

KR. P. But . G. adds, 7 


hat thoſe very Divines of the Church of Rome 
who do admit the Conſequence in Speculation, and do not condemn the Pra- 
Alice of it in Philoſaphical and Contemplative Men, who confider the, Crea- 
tures purely gs the Works of God, and as it were behold him preſent in them ; 
do notwithſtanding utterly condemn the common and promiſcuous Uſe of it in 
the Vulgar, as expoſing them to manifeſt danger of being ſeduced. by the 
tempting Beauty and aſtoniſhing Power of the Creatures, to forget the Crea- 
tor, and worſhip them. _ — 

P. D. What is become of the Speaking Trumpet now And of the Stop 
in Nature > All the Danger, it ſeems, is in the Dulneſ and Stupidity of 
the People. And yet, it I millet, J. G. | 


hath provided againſt this, 
= — when 


8 204. 
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when he faith, The Difference is ſo great between Vulgar Heathens aud Chri- 
ſtians, as to the Believing in one God the Father. Almighty, Maker of Hea- 
ven and Farth, and of all Things Vifible and Inviſible. If the common 
People have ſo firm and ſettled a Notion of this in their Minds, they may 
as eaſily paſs from the Scale of Creatures to the Creator, as from an Image 
to what is repreſented by it. Ts there fo much Danger they ſhould ſtop 
in the Creatures, and none at all they ſhould op in Images; when him- 
ſelf confeſſeth, It is Idolatry to worſhip the Images themſelves? And ſince 
Dr. Sz. hath ſhewn from their own Divines, how many ways 1do/atry may 


Defence, be committed in the Worſhip of Images. (I.) It proper Latria , or Di- 


P. 698. 


vine Worſhip be given to an Image, it becomes an Idol. Nay Bellarmine 


faith, That thoſe who worſhipped an Image of Chriſt with Divine Honours, 
altho it were for the ſake of Chriſt, and not of the Image, did commit Ido- 
latry. Therefore, he ſaith, thoſe were condemned for Flereticks, who gave 


Divine Worſhip to the Image of Chriſt. If then the People happen to give 


Divine Worſhip to an Image, altho' they do not believe it to be fo, yet this 


doth not excuſe them from 7dolatry : For, faith he, altho a Man pretend 


in Words, the Worſhip to be Relative, or for the ſake of God, or Chriſt; yet 
it being Divine Worſhip, he doth really do it abſolutely, and for themſelves. 


(2.) When mages are worſhipped as true Repreſentations of the Divine 


Nature. (3.) When Images are worſhipped for the fake. of any Sandzty, 
Virtue, or Divinity abiding in them. But tell me now, whether com- 
mon People are not in Danger of any of theſe Things, as much at leaſt 
as of Reſting in the Creatures? Is it not as eaſy for them to forget the 
Diſtinction of Abſolute and Relative Worſhip, or to fancy God to be like 
the Images of him; or to imagine ſome Sanity, Virtue, or Divinity to 
be inherent in the nages; as to ſtop at the Creatures, and to go no higher: 
Yea, more than this; have not the common People been charged with 


Defence, doing theſe Things by your ownDzvines 2 When they tell us of their Madneſs 


p. 329. 


in the Worſhip of Images ; and that there was little or no difference between 
their Worſhip and that of the Heathens > In ſome Places cited by Dr. Sz. 
Is it poſſible for any Man that obſerves what the common People do, to 
imagine that they place no Sanity, Virtue, or Divinity in their Images: 
When they walk ſo many Miles Bare- foot to a certain Image of our La- 
dy; when they creep upon their Bare Antes towards it; when they make 
Formal Supplications to the Images, with as much Ceremony as if the Per- 
ſons they repreſent were preſent ; when they look. with ſo much Submiſi- 
on and Devotion towards them; when they come with ſuch mighty Ex- 
pectations of Relief and Help from them; when they tell Stories of ſo 
many Miracles which have been wrought by them; nay, when their 
learned Men, who ſhould have more Wit or Honeſty, write Books on pur- 
poſe to heighten theſe Follies and Madneſſes of the People. Can you, witl 
any Face ſay, There is not ſo much danger in the Worſhip of Images , as in 
the Worſhip of the Creatures? ] did not expect, after what Dr. Sr. had 
repreſented in this Matter, T. G. ſhould have given ſo wretched an An- 
ſwer as this. For if this were all to keep Men from the Relative Wer- 


ſhip of Creatures; ] dare affirm, that moſt of the Fathers Arguments a- 


gainſt this ſort of 7dolatry were very weak and feeble, and that they did 
not reach the Philoſophical and Contemplative Men ; but only the dull 
and ſtupid Vulgar; that there was nothing of Real Idolatry in their Mor- 
ſbip of the Creatures, but only Danger to the common People, and Scandal 
to the Weak. Name me that Chriſtian, who through all the Primitive 
Church ever let fall an Expreſſion to this Purpoſe. It was Idolatry, down- 


right _ 
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right Iablatry they charged them with in the Worſhip of Creatures, and not 
any meer ſcandalous Compliance with the ignorant Vulgar. If this had been 
all they meant, for all that I can ſee the Work of the Apoſtles and the 
primitive Chriſtians had been to have informed them only of the True 
God whom they were to worſhip in the Creatures; and if all the 
People were once throughly informed of this, all the Ancient Rites of 
Worſhip might have continued. They might have ſtill Zaked Cakes to the 
Queen of Heaven, and worſhipped the whole Hoſt of Heaven; they might 
have continued their Devotion to the Earth, and Fire, and Trees and 
Fountains, if they did but direct their Worſhip through them to God. 


wherein this very manner ot Worſhip was condemned for 1dolatry ? as 
Dr. St. hath in part ſhewed. Speak out, Gentlemen, and let us know 
what you think of the Primitive Church , which ſo freely condemned 
this Relative Worſhip ; but never imagine we will be guided by your 
Modern Schools, or the Doctrine of your Church in theſe things, againſt 
the Conſent of the whole Primitive. Chriſtian Church; whoſe Fathers you 
muſt condemn as Children, and whoſe Martyrs you muſt look on as Fools, 
if your Doctrine of Relative Worſhip be allowed. For moſt of thoſe 
who ſuffered. Martyrdom might have eſcaped, if they had allowed theſe 


Principles of Relative Worſhip ; no more being required of them, but 


to do as the reſt did, to burn a little Incenſe in Obedience to the Laws, 
to make ſome cuſtomary Lzbhations before the Emperors Images, to make 
the common Supplications at the Temples of Veſta or Ceres, or any other 
of the Gods, which the Phzloſophers underſtood of the ſeveral Parts of 
the World ; and might they not have done all theſe things, and referred 
the Worſhip ultimately to the True God? I do not think this fo trifling a 
Matter as 7. G. makes it, but I think the Honour of Chriſtianity and of 
the Primitive Martyrs deeply concerned in it; and T wiſh you not to 
maintain your Fooleries upon ſuch Principles as reflect Diſhonour upon 


R. P. Methinks the Speaking Trumpet hath rouzed you, and put you into 


2 Fit of furious Zeal” 3 oY "I 
P. D. No Sir, I do aſſure you. It is the Honour J have for Chriſtiani- 
y which hath made me ſpeak thus warmly; for Tam very unwilling to 


have the Primitive Chriſtians to ſuffer as Fools, and as weak Bre- 


thren. k | * 

R. P. But T. G. faith from Vaſſus, That the Gentiles concluded Nature it 
ſelf to be God, and the Parts of it alſo to be Deities, and that they forſook 
God and ſtaid in the Worſhip of Nature. . 

P. D. Some Perſons not Inferior to Vaſſus for Learning or Judgment 
in theſe Matters, do ſuppoſe it to be a great Miſtake in him to make the 


Gentiles worſhip Inanimate Nature for a True God, which ſay they, is in 


plain Terms to make them Atheiſts: For then they muſt own nothing 


but meer Matter in the World. And to what purpoſe Men ſhould wor- 
ſhip an Inanimate Senſeleſs Being, it is very hard to underſtand ; it is 
therefore much more probable that they did own ſome Inferior Deities o- 


Ver the ſeveral Parts of the World, and one Supreme which paſſed through 


all; whom they did worſhip in and by his Creatures. But I am not now 
to give an Account of the Pagan Idolatry, of which we ſhall have occa- 
ſion to diſcourſe afterwards. That which J inſiſt upon is, that thoſe 
who had a right Notion of God might upon the Principles of Relative 
Worſhip, have juſtified themſelves in doing the ſame things which the 


What mean all thoſe Sayings of Fathers, all.thoſe Canons of Councils, * 
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Heathens did, provided their Intentions were directed aright; and con- 
ſequently that there was no Neceſſity of taking away the Heathen Rites 
as Idolatrous in reference to the Parts of the World, but only of ac- 
quainting them more fully with the Notion of God, and the Nature of 
Relative Worſhip. a. | 5 
R. P. But 7. G. ſtill ſtands to it, That there is more Danger in worſhip- 
ping the Creatures, than in the Worſhip of Images; becauſe the Creatures 
are not ſo apparently repreſentative of Cod, as an Image is of the Perſon re- 
preſented by it, which carries the Thoughts preſently and effetlually to him. 
But the other needs a great deal of Diſcourſe to diſcover the Analogy they 
bear to the Creator, and the Dependance they have of him for their very Be- 
ing : yet ſo, that from the Greatneſs and Beauty of the Creatures the Maker 
of them may proportionably be ſeen. 
P. D. To this Dr. St. gave a full Anſwer, when he faid, that in an 
Object of Worſhip, we are not ſo much to conſider the Quickneſs of 
Repreſentation , as the Perfections repreſented, Although therefore an 
Image may carry ones Mind ſooner to the thing repreſented, than the 


Creatures; yet the one is fo infinite a Diſparagement to the Divine Na- 


ture in Compariſon of the other, that there is far greater Danger upon 
7. G. s Principles in one than in the other. I will make this plain 
to you by this inſtance. Suppoſe the Image of a venerable Old Man 


with Pontifical Habits ſet up to repreſent God Almighty, as hath been u- 


ſual in the Church of Rome; and one Man worſhips God by this; ano- 
ther, he looks upon the Sun as a wonderful Work of God, and he wor- 
ſhips God, as manifeſting himſelf in the Sun: The Queſtion now is, 
Whether there be more Danger in worſhipping God by an Image, or by 
the Sun? I ſay by an Image. For (I.) T. G. confeſſes, That Images are 
unlawful Objects of Worſhip , which are concerved to be proper Likeneſſes of 
the Divinity: Now I appeal to your ſelf, whether Men are not more 
apt to take the Image of a Man for a Likeneſs of the Divinity, than any 
of God's Creatures? Beſides (2.) Images do not repreſent any thing that 
deſerves our Worſhip ; but only Lineaments and Figures, the Work of 
Painters and Carvers ; but the Creatures repreſent to our Minds infinite 
Power, Wiſdom and Goodneſs, which are the greateſt Motives of Di- 
vine Worſhip. For as Dr. St. hath ſaid; the leaſt Work of Nature infi- 
nitely exceeds the greateſt of Art in Curioſity, Beauty, Strength, Pro- 
portion and every thing that can diſcover Wiſdom and Power. 9 
The Preſence of God in an Image is only by a Fiction of the Mind, a Man 
fancying the true 04jef of Worſhip to be really preſent; but in the Crea- 
tures there is a real Divine Preſence : And where there is greater Reaſon 
for Worſhip, there is ſurely the leis Danger. (4.) If the greater Ex- 
cellency of the Creature make the Danger greater, then, as Dr. Sf. argu- 
ed, where there is leſs Excellency, there is leſs Danger; and conſequently 


there muſt be leſs Danger in worſhipping the Inanimate Creatures than 


Animate, and Brates than Men, and mere Moral Men than Saints; becauſe 
the Danger muſt increaſe as the Excellency doth ; And conſequently the 
Eg yptians were more excuſable in their Worſhip, than you. And by 
this Reaſon there was leſs Danger in worſhipping the Tail of the A/ 
our Saviour rode upon, than St. Peter, or his pretended Succeſſur. (5.) 
There is leſs Danger of Worſhip where the Repreſentation is more divine 
and ſpiritual, than where it is more groſs and corporeal ; but the Re- 
preſentation of God is much more divine and ſpiritual by his Creatures 
than by Images. And therefore, Cardinal Lugo ſaid, Tf a Wooden Image 
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may be worſhipped for the ſake of the Exemplar, much more ſuth a lively X 
mage of God ws Man is. And thus upon this Principle of Relative Wor- 


ſhip, all the ſeveral ſorts of 7dolatry, which were uſed among the Hea- 


thens, may be revived, and ſet up with as fair Pretences at leaſt as I- 
mage-worſhip. ö by 3d EE 

R- P. I. G. faith, If Dr. St. can diſcern God ſo eafily in his Creatures, as 
a Man's Mind is carried from the Image to the Prototype,he believes he is dne 107 
of the moſt admirable Perſons in the Meletetiques in the whole World. 
Pi. D. What is this but trifling in weighty Matters? I would allow 
J. G. as much Scope for his Wit, as he would deſire; provided it be- 
come the Gravity of the Subject. What is there in theſe Meletetigues; 
but what is the Duty of every good Man, zo ſee God in his Works? 
Which all Perſons do wh6 are not Atheiſts: And is this a Thing to be 
expoſed to Scorn and Deriſton? «© erty 

R. P. But 7. G. takes it for that Part of Myſtical Theology which ineſſen- 
ces the Soul with God. ER kt „ i 

P. D. Alas for his Ignorance! that he cannot diſtinguiſh between Na- 
tural and Myſtical Theology. I always took the ſeeing the great Evidences 
of God's Power, Wiſdom and Goodneſs in his Creatures, to be Natural Theo- 
logy: And is it not poſſible to diſcover God in his Works without, ineſſen- 


cing the Soul with God? This is too mean and low for T. G.; ſurely you 


father this upon him. For I can hardly believe this, and many other 
Paſſages you mention, to be written by him; or elſe T. G. hath helped 
me to another piece of Meletetiques; for I diſcover him much better in 
his Works than I did before; but with n great Advantage either as to 
his Wiſdom or Goodneſs. IN a In a.” AP Be e 
R P. You may ſatisfy your ſelf, if you pleaſe, that T do not wrong Ds... 


* 


him; for here's the Book; and in the next Page he compares Dr. St. 26. 


with one who ſaid, Chriſt might be better repreſented by a Cow than aCracifix; 

and another who ſaid, he deteſted the Image of Chriſt 88 . 
P. D. For what good End was Dr. Sf. joined with theſe? (ſuppoſing 

the Stories true, which J hardly believe) hath he ever ſaid any ſuch 

thing ? or that tended that way? It is the Worſhip he writes againſt, and 

not the bare Repreſentation of Chriſt Crucified. T. G. was not to ſeek 

for Dr. St. s Mind in this Matter, for theſe are his Words. I do not Defence 

fay there is as great Incongruity in repreſenting the Human Nature of ? 74% 

Chriſt, as there was in repreſenting the Infinite Nature of God; but I 

ſay there is as great Incongruity ſtill in ſuppoſing an Image, of whatlo- 

ever it be, can be the proper Object of Divine Worſhip, For the Hu- 

manity of Chfiſt is only capable of receiving Adoration from us, as it 

is hypoſtatically united to the Divine Nature; and if the Human Nature 

of Chriſt be not, what then is the Image of it > What Union is there 

between the Divine Nature and a Crucifix 2 All that can 

be ſaid is, that Imagination ſupplies the Union, and Chriſt is ſup- 

poſed to be preſent by Repreſentation. But (f.) this bverthrows all 

Meaſures and Bounds of Worſhip, and makes it lawſul to worſhip any | 

Creature with reſpect to God. ( 2.) It contradicts the Argument of 

S. Paul, for then God may be worſhipped with the Work of Men's Hands. 

(3.) 'Tis contrary to the Senſe and Practice of the Primitive Church, 

which interpreted the Second Commandment to hold againſt all Images 

ſet up for Worſpip, 8s well thoſe proper to Chriſtians, as other among 

Jews or Gentiles, © Why did not T. G. rather anſwer theſe Arguments, 

than make odious Compariſons of him, with Viret and Beza? But there 

is a Reaſon for all things, if a Man can hit on it. ES R. P. 
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R. P But 7. G. wonders Dr. St. ſhould diſcover God ſo eafily in his Crea- 


_ and that, of ever thing, either the one, or the other part of a Contradicti- 


Phil. in poſed to learn any thing ; and thele are called ſelf-evident and indemonſtra- 
Analyt. 1. ble Principles, and Actions which need no more than the bare repreſen- 


NE tation of them to the Mind; as that the whole is greater than a part; If 
* Metaph 


Poſt 1.1 than the bare Perception of Terms, was never by any Philoſopher ac- 
counted an indemonſtrable and ſelf-evident Principle. Much leſs were J. 
dentical Propoſitions taken for Firſt Principles, by any Man that ever un- 
derſtood what Prizciples were; as it were very eaſie to prove, if there 


were occaſion for it. TI have but two things to add concerning this kind 
of Certainty. | | 


1. That the Certainty of our own Beings, is equal to this Certainty of 


Principles ; it being a thing of Natural and Immediate Evidence : For 
the very doubting, as well as thinking, proves the Certainty of the Be- 
. ing of that which doubts. And where there is ſuch evident Perception 
as of Firſt Principles, and our own Beings, the Aſſent is as neceſſary, as 
for the Balance to incline where the greateſt Weight lies. 

2. That Self evident Principles have very little influence upon our 
Knowledge of other Things: And therefore a late Philoſopher obſerves, 
2 _ that even that Fundamental Principle, that it is impoſſible the ſame thing 
mente Jhould be, and not be at the ſame time, is of little or no Uſe for finding out 
hum. I. 2. of Truth. And ſuppoſing the Firſt Principle of the Certainty ot our 
c. 7: +: own Beings to be granted the Carte/ans (which no Man, who Thinks, 
can deny them) yet I do not ſee how the truth of other Things con- 
veyed by our Senſes, can be drawn from thence ; the one being an ab/c- 
lute Certainty, the other only depending on a Suppoſition, u hich carries 

not equal Evidence along with it ; which is the next kind. 
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2. A Certainty by Senſe, or upon Suppoſition, that we are ſo framed, 
as not to be deceived in the moſt plain and clear Perceptions of Senſe. 
This is that, I ſuppoſe, they mean by Phyſical Certainty. It implies 9 
Contradiction we ſhould be ſo deceived, and conſequently it is ſhort of 4 
the firſt kind of Certainty. But withal the Suppoſition is ſo juſt and rea- | 
ſonable, that ſuch a Man's Underſtanding may be juſtly queſtioned, who 
queſtions the plain Evidence of Senſe as to Light, and Day, and Bodies, 
Sc. and all Mankind, in ſpight of their moſt ſubtle Arguments, do truſt 


— 


* 


their Senſes. And Epictetus well ſaid, That if he, and two or three more, rn. 


I. 2s c. 10. 


were Servants to a Sceptick, they would make him hang or ſtarve himſelf, if 
he did not change his Opinion. And Galen faith, The Evidence of Senſe Galen. de 
needs no Demonſtration ; for all thoſe things which are evident to Senſe, are . 
to be believed for themſelves. --* 4 # knits Wl 
3. A Certainty by Reaſon, or of deducing fomething not known, from 
that which is known, Which is fo evident in Mathematical Demonſtrati- 
ons, that no Man who underſtands the Ferms, and attends to the Proof, 
can forbear his aſſent. Ariſtotle did attempt to bring the way of Rea- 
ſoning in other things to Mathematical Certainty; which was the great 
Deſign of his Legick. To this end he begins with the Explication of 
Simple Terms, and fo he proceeds to Propoſitions, and then to the joyn- 
ing of two of theſe ſo together, that from thence a third thing may W- 
low, by vertue of ſome middle Term wherein they agree. But becauſe 
the Concluſion may not neceſſarily follow, where the manner of Reaſon- 


ing was true, therefore in order to Demonſtration, he ſuppoſes Two ſorts 


of Principles. 1. Axioms, or Common Principles, received by all that un- 
derſtand them. 2. Poſitions ; which are Twofold : r. Suppoſitions, or 
Poſtulata. 2. Definitions. But after all, he grants that only ſuch things 
are capable of Demonſtration, Which have a certain and immutable Caule. 
And he puts a diflerence between a Neceſſary Concluſion, and a Demonſtra- 
tion: The one depending on the Form of Sy/ogiſm, the other upon the 
Neceſſity of the Cauſe,) But in Demonſtrative Syllogiſms, Ariſtotle doth not 
require ſome, degree þf Neceſſity but the higheſt, when the Connexion 
between the Subject and Predicate is ſo great, that one cannot be de- 
fined without the other; ſo that Logical Demonſtration muſt be of an in- 


| ſeparable Property, and by the moſt immediate and neceſſary Cauſe, 


But very few things in the World are capable of ſuch Demonſtrations, by 
reaſon of our Ignorance of the Eſſential Properties, and immediate 
Cauſes of things; and thoſe Inſtances which are brought either by Ari- 
ſtotle or his Commentators, are about ſuch things where Demonſtration was 
leaſt. needſul, and tend very little to the Improvement of our Know- 
ledge. *: * PX" | 

b A Certainty which ſuppoſes ſome Moral Principles, and proceeds 
upon them. Such as theſe, That every Intelligent Being Ads for ſome 
End; That it is not the Intereſt of Mankind to deceive one another ; That 
there are ſome things fit to be choſen, and others to be avoided ; That Cir- 
cumſtances vary the Nature of Actions; That where Compariſons are made, 
the greateſt good and the leaſt evil are to be choſen, Such as theſe, I call 
Moral Principles; which have Self-Evidence in them to any Mag that 
underſtands the Terms. And whatever doth neceſſarily follow from 
theſe Principles, may be juſtly called a Moral Demonſtration. | 

5. A Certainty which ſuppoſes an immediate Divine Aſſiſtance, to pre- 
ſerve the Mind from Error, and this is Infalible Certainty. For va 
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Mind of Man being of it ſelf liable to miſtake in its Apprehenſion awd 
Judgment of Things, nothing can preſerve it from a Poſſibility of Error, 


„ 


but immediate Aſſiſtance from God, who cannot be deceivgd, and will 


not deceive. 


Rat. Acc, | 


P. 178, 
206. 


Theſe things being premiſed, we are now to enquire what kind of 
Certainty that is, which we have concerning the Principles of Religion. 
1. For the Principles of Natural Religion. You are to conſider what 
kind of Adverſary Dr. St. had to deal with, viz. One who pleaded for 
an Infullible Certainty, as that Infallibility doth imply Divine Aſſiſtance, 
as neceſſary in order to an Obligation to Aſſent. Againſt this Dr. 5. 
objects, That the main Foundations of all Religion, which are the Being 


of God, and Immortality of the Soul, were not capable of this kind of 


Proof: Becauſe this very Notion of Infallibility doth ſuppoſe that which 
he would prove, viz. That there is a God who mult give this Aſſiſtance. 
But at the ſame time he yields, that we have as great Evidence and Cer. 
rainty, as Human Nature is capable of, of ſuch a Being as God is, from 
the Conſideration of his Works ; which being neither trom Mathemati- 
cal Demonſtrations, nor Supernatural Infallibility, he called Moral Cer. 
tainty. Which he might do from theſe Grounds. — 

I. Becanſe the force of the Argument from the Creatures depends up- 


on ſome Moral Principles. Viz. From the Suitableneſs and Fitneſs of 


things to the Wiſdom of an intelligent 4 infinite Agent, who might 
from thence be inferred to be the Maker of them. It being unconcei- 
vable that mere Matter ſhould ever produce things in ſo much Beauty, 


Order and Uſefulneſs as we ſee in every Creature; in an Ant or a Fly as 


much as in the vaſt Bodies of the Heavens. ; FI 
2. Becauſe they do ſuppoſe ſome Moral Diſpoſitions in the Perſons, 
who do moſt readily and firmly aſſent to theſe Truths. For although 


Men make uſe of the higheſt Titles for their Arguments, and call them 
Infallible Proofs, [Mathematical Demonſtrations, or what they pleaſe; yet 


we {till ſee Men of bad Minds will find ſomething; to cavil at, whereby 
to ſuſpend their Aſſent; which they do not in mere Meraphy/ical Notions, 


or in Mathematical Demonſtrations. But virtuous and unprejudiced Minds 


having no Byaſs to incline them another way. Although therefore the 


do more-impartially judge, and therefore more readily give their Aſſent, 


Principles be of another Nature, and the Arguments be drawn from 
Idea s, or Series of Cauſes, or whatever medium it be, yet ſince the Per- 
verſeneſs of Men's Will may hinder the force of the Argument , as to 


themſelves, the Certainty might be called Moral Certainty. 


2, As to the Chriſtian Faith. So he grants, | 
1. That there are ſome. Principles relating to ity which have Aſetaphy- 
fical Certainty in them ; as, that Whatever God reveals is impoſſible to be 


| falſe, or as it is commonly expreſſed, though improperly , is i»fallibly 


* 
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2. That there is a Rational Certainty, that a Doctrine confirmed by 
ſuch Miracles, as were wrought by Chriſt and his Apoſtles, muſt come 

from God: That being the moſt certain Criterion of Divine Revelation. 
3, That there was a Phyfical Certainty of the Truth of Chriſt's Mira- 
cles and Reſurrection from the dead, in the Apoſtles who were Fye-wit- 
neſſes of them. — Ü—Ä— 

4. That there was an I»fallible Certainty in the 4poſtles delivering this 
Doctrine to the World, and writing it for the Beneſit of the Church in 
all Ages. p : 

. a 5. That 


1 
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5. That we have a Moral Certainty of the Matters of Fact, which do 
concern the Doctrine, the Miracles, and the Books of Scripture: Which 
is of the ſame kind with the Certainty thoſe had of Chriſt's Doctrine 
and Miracles, who lived in Meſopotamia at that time; which muſt de- 


pend upon the Credibility of the Witneſſes who convey theſe things, 


which is a Moral Conſideration ; and therefore the Certainty which is taken 
from it may be properly called Moral Certainty. Of which there being 


many Degrees, the higheſt is here underſtood, which any Matter of 


Fact is capable of. a 
And now I pray tell me, what Reaſon hath there been for all this 
Noiſe about Moral Certainty ? | | 
R. P. T. C. owns, That the Dr. in other Places doth actnowledge a true 
Certainty of the Principles of Religion; but, ſaith he, he can ſay and unſay 
without Retracting, with as much Art and Eaſe as any Man he ever 


read. | A 

P. D. I had thought Unſaying had been Retracting. But Dr. St. faith 
as much in thoſe very Places T. G. objects againſt, as in thoſe he allows. 
Only 7. G. delights in Cavilling above moſt Authors IJ have ever 
read. | | 

R. P. But doth not Dr. St. allow a Poſſibility of Falſhood, notwithſtand- 
ing all this Pretence of Certain? 6G 

P. D. Whatever is true, impoſſible to be falſe ; and the fame De- 
gree of Evidence any one hath of the Truth of a Thing, he hath of the 
Impoſſibility of the Falſhood of it: Therefore he that hath an undoubt- 
ed Certainty of the Truth of Chriſtianity, hath the ſame Certainty that 
it is impoſſible it ſhould be falſe. And becauſe Poflibility and Impoſſibi- 


P. 210. 


lity are capable of the ſame Diſtinctions, that Certainty is; therefore 


according to the Nature and Degrees of Certainty, is the Poſſibility or 


Impoſſibility of Falſnood. That which is Meraphyfically certain is ſo im- 


poſſible to be falſe, that it implies a Contradiction to be otherwiſe : But 


it is not ſo in Phyſical Certainty, nor in all Rational Certainty, nor in Mo- 


ral: And yet, whereever any Man is certain of the Truth of a thing, he 


is proportionably certain, that it is impoſſible to be falſe. 


R. P. This only relates to the Perſon, and not to the Evidence: Ts 
there any ſuch Evidence of the Exiſtence of a Dezty, as can infallibly con- 
vince it to be abſolutely true, and ſo impoſſible to be falle > _ 

P. D. I do not doubt, but that there are ſuch Evidences of the Being 
of God, as do prove it to any unprejudic'd Mind impoſſible to be horas 
And 7. G. had no Reaſon to doubt of this, from any thing Dr. St. had 


| faid, who had endeavoured ſo early to prove the Being of God, and the 


Principles of Chriſtian Faith ; before he ſet himfelf to conſider the Con- 
troverſies which have happened in the Chriſtian Church. T. G. therefore 


might well have ſpared theſe Reflections, in a Debate of ſo different a 


Nature ; but that he was glad of an Opportunity to go off from the 
3 as Men are, that know they are not like to bring it to a good 

ue. | 

R. P. T. C. confeſſeth this is a Digreſſon ; but he promiſes to return 
to the Matter; and ſo he does I aſſure you, for he comes to the Second 
Thing, which, he faith, the Dr. ought to have done, viz. to have ſhewed 
bow the Netion of Idolatry doth agree to the Doctrine of the Church of Rome 
in her Councils. fo TE eee 


5 3 P. D. It 
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go CONFERENCES concerning the 
P. D. It is a wonder to me, you ſhould think him defective in this, 
when he ſhews that there are Two things from whence the Senſe of the 
Roman Church is to be taken: 1. From the Definitions of Councils, 
2. From the Practice of the Church. 5 
Defence, k. From the Definitions of Councils. And here * he entred upon the 
wag % Conſideration of what that Worſhip was, which was required to be gi- 
605. wen to Images: And ſhewed from the Words of the Council, and from 
the Teſtimony of the moſt eminent Divines of the Roman Church, that 
it was not enough to worſhip before Images, and to have an Intention to 
perform thoſe External Afs ; but there muſt be an Inward Intention to 
worſhip the Images themſelves ; and that the contrary Doctrine was eſteem- 
ed little better than downright Hereſy. 2 : 
2. From the Pradtice of the Church. For he ſhews many of your beſt 
Di vines went upon this Principle, that God would not ſuffer his Church to 
err; and therefore they thought the allowed Practice of the Church ſuf- 
ficient for them to defend thoſe things to be lawful which they ſaw gene- 
rally practiſed. And from hence he makes it appear, that the Church 
of Rome hath gone beyond the Council of Nice in Two things. 


Defence, I. In making and worſhipping Images of God and the Bleſſed Trinity, 


from p. Which was * eſteemed Madneſs and Pagan Tdolatry in the time of the Second 
= © p. Council of Nice; and is juſtified by the Modern Divines of the Church 
ol Rome from the general Praftice of their Church. 
Defence, 2. In giving the Worſhip of Latria to Images; f which was condemn- 
66,0 ed by the Council of Nice; and;notwithſtanding is defended by Multi- 
639. tudes of Divines in the Roman Church, from the allowed Practice in the 
Worſhip of the Croſs ; both before and after the Council of Trent. 


After which he enquires at large into the Publick Offices, and com- 


mended Devotions of that Church in reſpect to Images, and from thence 
he“ proves, that 1. As to Conſecration of Images for Worſhip. 2. As to 
639. to p. the Rites of Supplication to them. 3. As to pompous Proceſſion with 
699. them, the Modern Church of Rome doth not fall ſhort of the Practice of 
Pagan Rome. 5 8 
And do you think all this is not applying the Notion of Holatry home 
to the Roman Church > When, 1. He ſhews by the Principles of the Se- 
cond Council of Nice, the Modern Practices of the Church of Rome are 
chargeable with /dolatry. 2. That the Practices agreeable with that 
Council were charged with Jdolatry by the Weſtern Church in the Council of 
Frankford, not from any Miſtake of their Meaning, but becauſe they 
looked on the Worſhip then decreed to be proper Adoration. 
Dial. p. R. P. But J. G. faith, If the Worſhip defined by the Council of Nice were 
214. Inferior Worſhip , and not Latria, as Dr. St. confeſſeth, then nothing can be 
clearer than that it was not the Worſhip due to Cod; and conſequently the 
Church of Rome cannot be chargeable with Idolatry from any thing contain- 
ed in that Decree. | | 
Pi. D. Will Z. G. never underſtand the Difference between the Intention 
of the Perſon and the Nature of the A#> They might declare it to be 
only Inferior Worſhip, but the Council of Franckford took it to be proper 
Adoration which was due only to God, And if that Council's Judgment 
muſt ſtand, all thoſe in the Church of Rome who give Latria to the Creſs, 
muſt be guilty of 7dolatry. a 
R. P. Doth not the Church of England allow Bowing to the Altar, which 
| if the Altar had any Senſe would think were done toit ; as T. G. faith , he 
wy E. was certainly informed of a Country- Fe lou, who being got near the Altar in 


k 
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| when he beheld the — Knees bleed# 


* 
6 


* 


bi Majeſty'e Chapel, thought al the Congies had beg, ada ge him, and ſo ' 


returned Cong, f or Cong y. Au if Bowing may is uſed out of Religious es 5 
ſpect to the, A t 


ar, why' not Kneeling, or P roſtration, or Fixing our \Eyes in 
time of Prayer, or Burning Incenſe or Lights: before the Images of Chniſt and 
his Saints: But how can Dr. St. purge the Church of England from Idolatry 
in that Practice, when he ſaith, that any Image being made ſo far the Object 
of Divine Wor ſhip, that Men do bow "down before it; (and he ſuppoſes the 


ſame will hold for any other Creature) it doth thereby become an Idol, an” 
| on that Account is forbiddemyin the Second Commandment ? "= 


p. D. What would . C. have done, had it not been for this practice 
of Bowing towards the Altar? When yet he cannot but know that the 


: 


practice of it is not enjfiyned by our Church, for the Canon leaves it at 


Liberty: If the Church of Rome did thefame about the of Ima- 


ges, the Parallel would hold fomewhar better. But the Che Rome 
declares Religious Worſhip is Wbe given to Images, andagur Church de- 


clares that none is to be given to the Altan; and doth noMhis make an ap- 
parent Difference? If the Country-Fellow ſtanding. without the Rails 
tancied rhe Congies made to himſelf ; what wou done, if he 


nie. havent 
had ſtood within an _ of our Lady, and ſeen All the Courtſhip, 1 


m” 
* 


had been uſed towards her by ſomę gf her devoted. Vants d Slew 


g, the Tears trickling, the Breaſt 


knocking, the Eyes ſcarce | 


only allowed Senſe in the Churchy 


Rome; and the other rejected either 


as Heretical, or next toit. WhiM T. C. never ſo much as once takes no- 
tice of. But however this dMh not reach our Caſe; ſor-weWhieve the 


Second Commandment to be ſtill in force, which is expre 


$ and poſitive 


againſt all Worſhip of Imgges, and Prong clown to them, but that which 6 
* e. 2 * 


tn. wy 
5 


* 
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ifted up, to thew the greater Reverence and g 
Humility towards the Image, what could he have thought, but that he 
was ſhut up within the Bowels of the Goddeſs they wogfhipped 2 Whereag# 


# , 


* 
N * 
* 


* 


Was lawful among the gews; eiten x that Precept, viz. to wor- 


- ſhip God towards the Merey Scat, is (till laWfut among Cyriſt i aus, vix. to wor- 
ſhip God alone, but towards the Altar. And thus 1 hope 7. 6. will at 


laſt be brought a little better to underſtand the Senſe of our Church in 


this Practice, and how far it is from being a a 5 with your Worſhip 
of Images. * 
Dil fm N. P. T. G. finds great fault with Dr. St.'s Tas 1 of Card. Lugo, 
p. A about Submiſſion to e becauſe he left out 1 ant poteſt dict ; and 
p. 227. I tell you, he makes a huge Outcry about it fills up ſeveral Pages 


with it. 
. P. D. Doth he truly » It was a great Sign he wanted Matter to fill up 
2 his Book. - I pray on whaxgpccaſion 1 was thiFPaſlzge brought in 2 It 
may be ab will give us ſome Light into this Matter. 


Defe R. P. 15 G. refers to the Page, out he 

erence, _ : 
p. 599. is s ach a Page. 8 4 

P. D. Let us ſee what Dr. St was proving in that Place. It was, that 

by the Council of Nice as it is explain'd by the Divines of the Roman 

ö me and Red Worſhip is to be given to Images ; and for this 

r. be produces the ſeveral Teſtimonies of Szarez, Medina, Vidloria, Catha- 

: 3 us, Naclantus, Bellarmine, Soto, Kelo/i lus, Pujol, Tanneras, Tf Nader a, 


Baſſæus, Sylvins, Arriaga, and at H Card. Lugo. If the thing be not 


ever mentions the bergen. 11 
| * 


proved which he deſigned, why is Card. Lugo alone produced ; If it be 


proved, why is Card. Lugo produced at all ? : 
N. P. Becauſe he leſt out aliquig'and dici poteſt. - 

F. PD. But ſuppoſe the other be ſufficient to expreſs his Concurrence 
with the reſt, what Unfairneſs is there in that, to ſheften his W. ords, 
when he Jays no Weight upon the Manner, but upon the Thing? Had 
Dr. St. charged Lugo with holding greater Submiſſion than the reſt, and 

then left out the qualifying: Fxpreſſi 
knew Lugo meant no morè than the reſt, and produced him for no other 
Purpoſe. If there be but any Inward Aﬀettion carried to the Image, 
which may be called a certain kind of Submiſſion to the Image ii is all one 
— Dr. Sei's Purpoſe ; which was only to prove, as he faith, in the ſame 

of"! from the 44s of the Council, and the Judgment of their learned 
i 8 111 ines, That by the Decree of the Nicene Council, ſuth True 
and Real Worſhip is to be given to Imaggs as is terminated upon the Images 
themſelves. Did theſe Teſtimonies prove this, or did they not? If they 


did not, why did not 7. G. diſcover them all: if they did, why doth ; 


he fo vainly., cavil about ſomething impertinent to the main Buſineſs, 
in the very laſt of all? So that, after all this Cry, there is very little 
Wool, unleſs it be that which is made of Goat's Hair. 

R. P. But this tends to breed an Impreſſion in the Reader, that the Iu- 
ward Aﬀettton Card. Lugo required, was of giving Submiſſion 10 an Image as 
Superior ; becauſe in another Place he quotes , the: fame "Author Jorg waking 
Opus to fignify Reverence towards Superiors. Ld \ 

P. D. But doth not the Cardinal ſay fo? 

K. P. 7.6. faith nothing to the contrary, which I am ſure he would 
have done, if he had not. 

P. D. Well then; Lugo makes worſhip.to be a Reverence towards Supe- 
riors;g but he ſaith, "that true Worſhip 5 tug, Images. And 1s, not this 
making the nage Superior: 


E. P. I thought where I ſhould have you »; ous 7. G. hath explain d 


Lee Wü from himſelf. as 
” : 4 — = P. D. 
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2s, he had done him Injyry. But he 4 
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P. D. Let me hear it as T. 


far inferior to 4 


feclion of ſubmitting our ſelves to the I. 


4 and the other only out of Reſpe& to hij; ? 


Als whereby our Reverence towards Superiors is expreſſed may be uſed 
to Images; i. e. all tokens of Submiſion to them, and an inw#d" Afetz;on 


N. P. He faith, When we way Ip an Image," he inwurd Affection 8 0 
Rd to the Image, after thi ſame mauer it is to the Prototype; for 
worſhip the Prototype abſolutely, i. e. for its own 'proper - Excellency\ 
the Image only with a' relative Worſhip, i. e. for tube Excellency not" of © 
Image it ſelf, but of the PPeforype ; which kind of Wars he mee to 
other, which 1s abſolute. © |; 
2. We have not the ſame, inward Submiſſion eme the Tnogh a. wh; 
yave towards the Prototyp 
knowledging it to be more excellent than bur ſelves, and ſuperior to us 
whiclitkind. of - Submiſſiongye cannot prudently conceive tv belong an Image; 
nor indeed any at all, bye vue ſubmit our ves to it. eferri 
Thefole external All of kiſſing or voll an 


4 „ u0t. 
Jie a: ome inward Affection o goes along with' ity which he Wor 
be called allo ſome t ind of Affe 


on of Submiſſion ; by whit 
ge” for as mie H the Aer uf 

Will from which it proceeds, is an Aﬀection of per formiy vg bag e rs 
their Images, which we are wont to exerciſe towards bur Sper 

P. D. Now, I hope, we have the Cardinal 5 true Pieaning 
whence I deſire you to obſerve. # . 1 

1. That the Difference he puts 05 ec 
the Prototype, lies in the inward Eftimation of the” Bxcellent 
the one above the other; which is as much as to fay, that he doth-real- 
ly think there is more Excellency i in Chit 


7 redn 
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When one might enture to ſay, that there is ſcarce an % 
in the World, but wilb acknowledge his Deity to be m ih 
the Image of him; ; and that he worſhi os one for his own Exc len 


BY we pri Reve- 
rence towards Superiors, may be uſed towards Images, as Bowing,, 5 Keel: 
ing, Proſtrati | | „ fell ; 


That tler 


2. He acknowledges, that all thoſe Atts Wh Wy. 2 


thing Dr. S.. Font to prove. Fay here? ern Woe thoſe 


of ſome kind, which may 2 Affection of Submiſſion. By hich e 
find it yielded to us, that all external As of Adoration may be git 


to Images, provided, that the inward Affection be carried after a different 


Manner to the Prototype, and to we Image; which no Iaolater in the 
World, if Grange 7 be believed, would ever deny: If they be- 
es their Laolr, as he faith, there were none But 


4 © 4 
* 


they make their Proſtrations before it. And he underſtood the Conſe 

2 of his own Doctrine ſo well that he doth not ſeem to boggle at 
on the Account of Adoration, But as long as T. G. yields, the t Car. 

dinal Lugo doth allow all extertM 48s of Submiſſion to Images, af 

an znward Affection as to make that Submiſſion ſmteere and real, Dr. 9. hath * 

all which his Heart could dęſire from this Teſtimony of Lugo. 


Je means bbw ty * 


rd. E, upon fair Ground, gives up all Peculiarity off 
any External Alls of Dive Worſhip; and for all that I can ſee, may ſa- ui 
crifice to an Inage, or offer up the Hoſt to it, on the ſame Reaſons that 


"6 


* a 4 


* : | 1 
9 0 © *® 


* _ d 
for we ſubmit our ſelves to the Prototype, ' S 


s © 


8. * * ; 


ak Worſhip-of he fmaze Wd U Wt: ; 


| 7 bimſelf, by tha in a Cruc x. | of 1 
Which deſerves a ſpecial Remark ; eſpeclally being made by 4 Cardinals 
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hit his afounts to no more, T. G. faith from him, But that 


1 # in the thing, 
RN. P. Beca 
Defencep. u 
; 600, 1. BS 


# be ity of Uſe belonging to the Sacred Utenſils, and 
the Worſhip given to Images. kia : 

N. P. That is no Matter how re 

Dial. p. quence holds from one to the other. For if a religious Reſpect be due to 

229,232, Sacred Places and Things on the Account of their Relation to God, and an in- 

„ward Intention of the Mind to exfiteſs it towards them by an outward Token 


9 


dinal Lugo pleads for to an Image, ſo that if one be Idoliſty, the other muſ 

Le ſo too. So that T. G. concludes very triumphantly, That by theſe 
® . Page-tovls, viz. School. diſtinctions, Dr. St. hath cut the Throat of his own 
» Cauſe. And then he buipgs in-the 


St. s Words. 


Acts of Adoration, which were ever given to Images by the moſt ſot- 
* tiſh Idolaters > Such as Kneelings before them, Proſtrations, Praying 

5 With their Eyes fixed upon them, as though they were ſpeaking to 
1 them, Burning Incenſe and Lights before them, which are as great 


* Teſtimonies of Worſhip as ever were uſed by the greateſt and moſt 


" * ſottiſh 7dolaters. And here Cardinal Lugo alloys all External Ads of 
Submiſſion to Images; whereas in the other Caſe N iſcriminatios is all that 
*s Þ $s-contended for, out of Reverence to them. M for Bowing T@pards the 


Altar, it hath been ſo often anſwered before, that J ſhall not repeat. 
2. In the Reaſon of Worſhip. For if the Reaſon aſſigned for the Wor- 
ſhip of Images be peculiar to them, then it cannot hold for all Sacred 
Things and Places. Now the Reaſon of the Worſhip of Images is Repre- 
ſentation of the Prototype, as preſent to the Fancy of him that worſhips; 
but this cannot hold for the Sacred Itenſils and Places, which have their 
Honour for the ſake of the Dye they are dedicated to. Thus if Images 
in Churches were appointed only for Jie, without any Worſhip to be gi: 
"4 ven 


* : : | * : 5 


E concerning the 


the Prototype deſerves to & treated honouraBly, not onlftn it ſelf, but in all . 


of Submiſſion,” as bowing to the Altar, it comes to the ſame thing which Car- R 


1 wipes in the Patronus bone Fidei again. « | 
P. D. Methinks another writing of the ſame worthy Author had been 


1 ' 
* 

7 
. 4 


IDoLAaTKY of the Ghureh of RO Mk. 9 
ven to them, it would come much nearer to a Parallel hon they can 
do now, when they are conſecrated and ſet up on Purpoſe for Adoration 5 
as they are continually in the Roman Church. | Bs A 
* 
all they are capable of, _ 
them. So that theſe 
reporting the” 
Lugo ; but you 
ay gory Men. Ha 
upon T. G. s Outcries , When he D 1 F. 


of Aut hong of aN 
and all Ages, and all Religions. What! but another? 1 
an, Anſwer as big as Fox's Alle 

and Monuments; but you are deceivei he is wiſer than ſo. For he hath 

a particular Averſion to a great Book upon one Subject. If he can diſcouty. 
Four or Five Citations faulty, that will take away the Reputation of all the 

refl. .* ee e . F 

F. D A very ſhort way, I confeſs. Methinks One or Two may ſerve; 

and ſave Candle and Firing, and Waſte-Paper. Nay one ſingle Teſtimo- 
ny may do it, with an end of an old Latin Verſe tacked to it, Crimine 
ab uno——eſpecially ſuch a one as this of Cardinal Lugo. But, however 

let us hear that of Gregory Myſſenmn. 9 \ 


> Wk 


| 2 | 

RN. P. I is about the Arians being charged with Hdolatry : Which is brought Dial. p. 

inwith a great deal of Pomp among other Teſtimonies, to ſbew that the Ari- 23+ 

ans were charged with Idolatry for the Worſhip they gave to Chriſt; whom 

they acknowledged to be a Creature, from thence to | 

with that of the Church of Rome to the Saints. 
P. D. I am glad to hear but one of thoſe Teſtimonies. a 


hallen 
for if that be given up, there are enough remaining to prove his Deſign: 
Which you mightily miſtake, if you think it was only to parallel your 
Worſhip of Saints with the Arians Idolatry, c For this is never ſo much as 
mentioned by Dr. Sz. ; but he names ſeveral conſiderable Advantages 
which are gained by it in this Subject of Idolatrr. 8 
1. That there may be Idolatry where the true God is owned, and wor- 
ſhipped, as he was no doubt among the Arians ; from whence it follows, 
that the Nature of /dolatry doth not conſiſt in giving Sovereign Worſhip 
to a Creature, without reſpec: to the Creator. Which will be of Uſe to 
us in the Hebate about the Pagan Idolatry. e ee ie of 
2. That Relative Latria being given to a Creature is Idolatry; for not- F 
withſtanding they looked on Chriſt as the expreſs Image of God, yet be- 
cauſe they gave Divine Worſhip to him, ſuppoſing him to be a Creature, 
they were charged with Haolatry. 7 (> vo N 
3. That making God the Fountain and Original of thoſe Excellencies 
for which any Creature is worſhipped, doth. not excuſe from /delatry, For 
the Arians were guilty who ſuppoſed all the Excellencies of Chriſt to be 
derived from God. + * C 


| | 4. That 
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4. That no Diſtinction of Doulia and Latria, doth excuſe from Idola. 
try ; For the Fathers make the giving Doulia to Chriſt to be Idolatr). 

5. That the Notion of an Idol is ſo far from being a meer imaginary Fig. 
ment or Chimera, that it was attributed by the Fathers to the moſt ex. 
cellent Being, even to Chriſt himſelf, when Divine Worſhip was given to 

him as 2 Creature. 

Thaſe are Matters of great Moment, if they hold good. Doth he 
paſs all theſe by, only to fall upon one ſingle Teſtimony ? If he doth, 
E is a ſhrewd ſign, though he cried out of Gregory Nyſſen, yet he was 

pinched ſomewhere elſe. Well ; but what is this horrible Crime about 

Gregory Nyſſen > Hath he brought him under an Index Expurgatorius > 

Hath he falſified his Words, and corrupted the Text? Or hath he wil. 

fully altered his Senſe and Meaning ? Hath he done it in all the Quotati- 

ons out of him, or only in one? Whatever it is, let us have it. 

R. P. It is in the Citation out of his Oration de laudibus Baſilii. 
Pe. D. But the Dr. hath three or four more out of the ſame Author. 
It ſeems they ſtand well enough. Hath not the Dr. truly cited his 
Words? 3 | 

R. P. Ves, T.G. faith, as to the General, truly enough. 

P. D. What is the Fault then? | 

R. P. That he doth not add the words that follow, wherein he ſhews what 
kind of Worſhip that was which the Arians gave to Chriſt ; viz. Not only to 
worſhip and ſerve him, but alſo to fix hopes of Salvation in a Creature, and 
to expect Judgment from it. And was it not neatly done of the Doctor, to 
wrap up al this in thoſe ſhort words, The Devil perſuaded Men to return tv 
the Worſhip of the Creature? Which is a Laconiſm not obſerved by him on 
other Occafions : But it was here done on purpoſe to conceal from the Reader 
the apparent difference between the Worſhip of Saints in the Church of Rome, 
and the Arians Worſhip of Chriſt. © fy 

P. D. I am glad it is out at laſt, after ſo much raining. See how 
much Choler there is in it! Indeed, it might have done him much harm, 
if he had kept it in any longer. But I wonder the Laconzck Gent leman 
doth complain of fhortzeſs : Do you think the Laconian in Boccalini would 
have made ſuch a Noiſe for miſſing a Page or two in Guicciardin's War of 
Piſa > Do you in earneſt think Dr. St. ſhould take ſuch pains to con- 
ceal that which every one knows, that the Arians fixed their hopes of 
Salvation on Chriſt, and expected him to come to Judgment? What won- 
derful Diſcovery is this, Which T. G. hath made? Nay, Dr. Sr. himſelf 
takes notice of this Objection, that they did give a higher degree of Mor- 
ſhip to Chriſt, than any do to Saints ; and returns this Anſwer to it, That 
they did only give a degree of -Worſhip proportionable to the degrees ot 
Excellency ſuppoſed to be in him, far above any other Creatures what- 
ſoever. But ſtill that Worſhip was inferior to that which they gave to 
God the Father; and at the higheſt, ſuch as the Platoniſts gave to their 
Celeſtial Deities. And although the Arians did invocate Chriſty and pur 
their truſt in him, yet they ſtill ſuppoſed him to be a Creature, and 
therefore believed that all the Power and Authority he had, was given to 
him: So that the Worſhip they gave to Chriſt, muſt be inferior to that 
Honour they gave to the Supreme God, whom they believed to be Sa- 
preme, Abſolute, and e | | 

R. P. T. G. takes notice of this Anſwer, and objects two things a- 
gainſt it. Firſt, That it flands too far off from the words of Nyſſen, at 

the diſtance of 3 50 Pages; and ſo proves a very late Salve for ſo old a 

Wound. | | 2 


* 


8 P—_ — R 


only Inferior and Relative Worſhip to Chriſt. 


the Practice of the Arians, and Doctrine of the Fathers. N 
P. D. What Parallel doth he mean? Dr. St. proves from hence Vyferi- 


or Relative Worſhip. given to a Creature to be Iolatry, in the ſenſe of the” 


ef * 


Fathers. Is this true, ox is it noet?ꝰꝛ 0 89 , 

R. P. You have not Patience to hear T. 6.'s Anſwer out.” For, 

1. He faith, The Fathers ie acknowledg? a Worſhip due to the Saints, Dial. P h 
and particularly Gregory Nyſſen, in an Oration e 'by bim: And 249. Kc. 
therefore if they had condemned the Arians of | Idolatry, for giving only 4 
like Worſhip to Chriſt, though in a higher degree, the had condemned them- 
ſelves for the like Crime.  — 0.09 RE on_— 

2. The Arians made no ſuch Apology for themſelves, as the D 


3. 4 1 * # 


oftor makes 
for them, viz. That they gave Sovereign and Abſolute Worſhip to God, and 
; r A 


1. 


3. Why might not the gengrality at leaſt believe Chriſt to be of a Sapttifor” | 
Order, ſo as to have true Divinity in him, as the pips. did of their leſ- 
ſer Gods; and that being aſſumed as a Conſort in the Empire, abſolute Divine 
Honour was due to him? * IS? OTOL, AN eee 

4. They were chargeable with Idolatry, becauſe they did vor give 
thoſe Aits of Worſhip to Chriſt, believing him to be a Creature; which by © 
the common Conſent, and publick Practice of Chriſtians, from whence" Exte- 
rior Signs in the Duties of Religion receive their Determination, were un- 
derflood to be due only to God Incarnate. Which makes their Caſe very much 
different from that of the Church of Rome, which gave to Saints and Images 
only ſuch Ads of Worſhip, as by the common Uſe and Practice of the Chri- 
tian World before Luther, were determined and underſtood, when applied to 
Saints and Images, to expreſs an inferior degree of Reverence or Worſhip, 
than what is De to God himſelf. This is the Subſtance of NG An- 
ſwer. | 4 18 . 5 13 

P. D. T confeſs T. G. now offers Vetküng worthy a ſerious Debate. 
Which may be reduced to theſe Two Things BE 

1. What thoſe Acts of Worſhip were, which the Arians were charged 
with 7do/atry for giving to Chriſt, ſuppoſing him a Creature. 

2. How far the Church of Rome is liable to the ſame Charge, for the 
Worſhip ſhe gives to Saints and Images. 5 n 

1. For the Acts of Worſhip which the Arians were charged with 7- 
latry, in giving to Chriſt as a Creature. The Strength of T. G.s Anſwer : 
lies in Two Things. „ 

I. That they were given abſolutely to Chriſt, as a leſſer Gol]. 

2. That they were ſuch Alls, which by the conſent of the Church did 
Aniffe proper Divine Worſhip. y >a 

1. Let us conſider whether the Worſhip given to Chriſt could be ab. 
lute, upon their Suppoſition that Chriſt was a Creature. T. G. ſpeaks 
ſomewhat faintly in this Matter; at firſt ſaying only, Why might it not 
be abſolute 2 at leaſt as to the generality > But afterwards he takes Heart, 
and ſays roundly, That the Fathers evermore charge the Arians for giving Dial. p. 


abſolute 250. 


* 


— 
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abſolute Divine Worſhip to Chriſt, although they believed him to be of a dif- 
ferent Nature from the Supreme God ; which he hopes is far enough from the 
Doctors Relative or Inferior Worſhip. But L am very far from being ſa- 
tisfied with this Anſwer. For I pray tell me wherein lies the difference 
between Sovereign Worſhip, and Inferior : In Ads of the Mind, or in Ex- 
ternal Atts > | | 

R. P. In Internal doubtleſs, on T. '6.'s Principles, who makes Exter- 
nal Acts to fignifie according to the Determination of the Church. 

P. D. What are thoſe Interna! Acts wherein the Worſhip of the Su- 
preme God conſiſts? 2 | 

R. P. A due eſteem of his Excellency, and ſuitable Affection to it. 

P. D. Muſt not this due Eſteem diſtinguiſh him from all Creatures? 

R. P. Yes, ſurely ; for otherwiſe it can be no due Eſteem; the di- 
ſtance being infinite between God and his Creatures. 

P. D. Can a Man then have an equal Eſteem of God, and a Creature 
which he acknowledges to be made by him? | 

R. P. Certainly not. OO | 
P. D. Then it muſt be anequal, according to the difference of uncrea- 
ted and created Excellencies. 

R. P. Yes. "= 

P. D. Then the Worſhip muſt be anequal ; and that which is given to 
a Creature muſt be Inferior Worſhip. 

R. P. But T. G. faith, they might believe true Divinity to be in him, a 
the Heatbens did of their leſſer Gods. 

P. D. True Divinity! What is that, when they believed him to be a 
Creature? Did they take him for an uncreated Creature? For that can be 
no true Divinity which is not uncreated; and yet you confeſs they own- 
ed Chriſt to be a Creature. What Nonſenſe and Contradiction would J. G. 
cry out upon, if Dr. St. had ever faid any ſuch thing: 

R. P. Might not they believe Chriſt to be aſſumed as Conſort in the En- 
pire, and ſo abſolute Divine Honour to be due to him ? 

P. D. What do you mean by this abſolute Divine Honour? For J have 
already proved it muſt be Iyferior Worſhip. „„ 

R. P. I do ſuppoſe Abſolute Divine Honour is that which is given to a 
Being on the account of its own Excellency, and Relative from the reſpet 
it hath to another. "A | 

P. D. But whether Abſolute or Relative, it is proper Divine Honour you 
mean. And doth not that imply an Efteem of proper Divine Excellency, 
and is not that proper to God alone and uncreated? How then can this 
abſolute Divine Honour be given to a Created Being ? | 

R. P. How did the Gentiles to their falſe Gods ? 

P. D. Juſt as the Arians, for they made Diſtinctions in their Worſhip ; 
as will appear when we come to that Subject. - 

R. P. What do you make then this Worſhip of the Arians to be 

P. D. An Inferior and Relative Worſhip ; for they ſuppoſed they wor- 
ſhipped God, when they gave thoſe Ats of Worſhip to Chriſt, which 
| were agreeable to the Excellencies that were in him. 

EK. P. But (2.) Thoſe Acts were ſuch, as by the conſent of the Church 
were underſtood to be due only to God Incarnate. 

P. D. Here we are to know, both what theſe 4#s were, and what 
Power the Church hath to impoſe a Signification upon them. = 

R. P. T. G. names theſe. 1. Worſhipping and ſerving him with Latria. 
2. Putting their truſt in him as Mediator of Redemption. 3. Invoking him 

as the ache of the quick and the dead, & . P. P. 
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ons ſuitable to the Apprehenſions Gabel | 


the only thing to be ſaid in the Cal 22 For if w/ atry be in the 


| here. is TT bey ond a 
the Tr ick about Gr gory. nder 1 Dragon S Tail. Are WET 
theſe all oi 5 . þ . NO 1 

N. P. Lkno not thaß Ku mor 


907 am ſure to dee of ; it. 


taken; r. had ſhewedd at Jat „ 
ration Was one of. thoſe things which he. athers , 5 
charged the 1 Ldolarry eafgiving to Chri/}, ſuppoſing; im to 
be a Creature; from Peter's forbid ng Cornelius, and the Aug St. 


| becauſe this 1 15 only prop erco Cod A, 2 tlie plain 1 eſti 1 m ofites, of 4 1 ©: 2 2 4 


nafius, Epiphanius, and & Ori. 


Mediator of Interceſſion,, Was god . Arjan 
thanaſius ſuppoſes it incaufiſtent.. with Clriſjnity to to 7 SS for * 166. | 
a Creature, in our Prayers, þ together with g God. thev*ma * 


bg vi 12 | "Tha % as 7. G. i 
nuates: For he ſhews from the Feline of — . A 55 Om even e. 16k 
gory Nyſſen, St. Cyril and Theodoret, 5 tl the Vel N cf rl f Rip Which 55 p 91 "A 
condemn for Idolatry is called Noulza by chem, 1 8 0 theſe a ge 2 : 180. 
LECT. Jars "a 


meer Shifts and Evaſions which do not remove 


ſuch diſtinction of worſhip g an d fer 


deny not, but they did put their truſt in Chriſt for gal latin, and c exp fats 
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other Creatures, but ſtill inferior $6 Gy a 
charge them with * * for theſe at, * t for "the er 
wiſe mentioned before. - 4 = 5 ** 5 
11 ela, viz, That at is in Fu wed 
Churches Power Pe eue the At; of External Als 7 ay 12 
what belongs to Sovereign or proper Divine Vorſbip, aud what 1 to eri, Mora 
ſpip; that at that time thè Church might tate thoſe for. Ads of Divine: 


Worſhip which afterwards ty conſent of thi Church e e.only to. feenifie- Tnfe- ; 


rior Acis of Worſhip when, applied to elt res; - andthe gere the 3 | 
cannot hold from that time to. After Ages. 5 . 8 8 
P. D. I'think you have hit upon 7. 6's wesbing; 3 an An it is 


Churches Power to determine, tals . the only, i in the World for, he 
Church of Rome tg free her ſelf” (Cf ippoſing that Power to. lodge 
her ); but if it ſhould hap pen that ite Lam of Cod the Cent of 
ons, the Reaſon of Diuint. MWorſii and the: Praftice 0 the ve 
Church, have determined, Idol atry Jantecede 2ntly to the Pov of the preſent 
Charch ; What a Caſe. are you then in? II e E guilt of Idolatry muſt lie 
heavily upon you; and if it, be'fo great a Si as your own Sehoolmen de- 
termine, you have a great, deal to anſwer for, gotwithſtanding all the 
Tricks and Evaſions of 7. G., Bilkwhy: doth not 7. G. make the Exter- 
nal Acts of Theft, Adultery, * - Murder and Perjury,, as much under the 
Churches Power as thoſę obiZdolatry 2 But 1 forbear now, ſuppoſing that 
we ſhall meet with this ſeful Notion again before we end this Debate. 
R. P. You are miſtaken, if you think 7. G. had no other Anſwer to 
give: For he faith, They could not be underſtood of that Worſhip which our 
Church gives to Saints, becauſe they acknowledge an Inferior Worſhip due to 
the Saints; for which he quotes St. Auſtin, Gregory Marien St. Nie- 
rom, and Gregory Nyſſen. 
Pi. P. Had 7. C. the Confidence to quote St. Auguſtin again bor this, 
when Pr. St. purpoſely anſwered this very Teſtimony in his Book which 
1.6 pretends here to anſwer, and proves ident! from him, that no 
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Defence, 
P. 336: 


' Chriſt. to that purpoſe, although l lately r read it g 


Worſhip was then given to o the Saints? Ara 10 all this 7 > 4 6. returns no- 


thing, but however he brings the ſame Teſtimony again; as whole and 
as ſound, and as much to. the, purpoſe; „ N reger Nai anxen is 
quoted at peradventure, for I remember 8 in th 


St. Hierom ſpeaks 


. I of Reverencing the Sepulchres. of: the Ma * 783 Put all the weight 
lies pon Gregory Nyſſen; and wh 1 i ſaith "ris enge Witneſs to 
"i uſin 5 of . 


Ing him ag. Champton of God, and invocating him as one that could obtain 
Bleſſags c when he 49514 for them. And then he dlates himſelf upon the Acts 


ef his Oration addreſſes himſelf to . 
of many Benefits, do thou intercea 


„ in His Oratias upon St. Theodore, that H 
KRivetus himſelf, that capricious Fanatic in Critical 
his genui 


i the Eſteem they, hal, 


E to anſwer : For 
oly Martyr, ( which even 
, doth not queſtion to be 
Mork) he comments, the, Fea dies Devot V to the Martyrs, he de- 
ſcribes 't he Magnificent Structur of the © emple, the pieces of Sculpture init, 
and eſpkcially The Pitture, of. the "Martyr : ; they coming to the Shrine he ſhews 

of hi Relics ; and if "they were admitted to touch his 
ate, is as if, they b#held it yet alive, and weeping over it as if 
regen, they ſollicit bis Hupplicgti on and Interceſſion,beſeech- 


„ P. More than you will be willing 7 h gag, 
eat an | 


of 7975 Martyr, aad the great Benefit, a hey 1 received 'ty tim : And at the end 
7 . theſe words, We ſtand in need 


deprecate with our common 


King and Lord for thy Country. 8 thou as a Soldier fight in our De- 
' fence : And in cafe there be need of greater Interceſſion, call an Aſſem- 
, bly of thy Brother Martyrs ; let the Prayers of many Juſt Perſons ex- 


mong Martyrs, the Chriſtian Chure 


iate the Sins of Multitudes of Offenders. Admoniſh Peter, excite 


Paul, and John alſo the beloved Diſciple, to be Sollicitors for the Chur- 


ye + - they have founded; that Idolatry may n 
Hereſies may not overgtt 
{thine, and thy Fellows Interceſſſon, 


ik 


lift up its Head, that 


O admirable Man. and eminent a- 
may be a plentiful Field of Har- 


veſt, Sc. 1% Dr. St. had been preſent at this Oration, ſaith Z. G. how may 


Dial. p. 
242. 


we think would his Zea ; ave urged him to have cried out Wolarry, flat Ido- 
atm, vehß feal Idolatrj meer Heatheni} ſh Lablatry. 

P. D. Lam not of your Mind in chis; for I „ he would have 
conſidered the Allowances to, be made Er an Eloquent Perſon in a Pa- 
negyrical Oratis; y..; 
all the moſt m ving Fi igures and Strains of Rheporzck, to excite the Au- 
ditors Admiration and Affection to the Party 7 commended. And he 
muſt be a great Stranger to the Schools of. Elopuence, that will form Do- 
ctrines and Devotions fm 4 oſtrophe' 5 and Proſopopeza's. I do not think 
Dr. St. would have charged Cicero.a ot the more for Idolatry, for his 


praying to the Hills and Woods Of "Alba, Yos Albani tumuli atque luci, oro 


atque obteſtor: What! flat Idolatry* Feathenifh Tdolatry | praying to Hills 
and Woods. No ſuch Matter: For ſo Rhetoricians will tell . G. what 
great Scope Orators may take in the Repreſentation of Perſons, and the 
things done by them ; and how mightily thoſe Figures both adorn the 
Oration, and move the Auditors : But withal, that theſe are Figures 1t 
is very eaſie to exceed in, and it requires great Judgment to manage 
them with a due Decorum. If it were needful for 7. 6. I could pro- 
duce the Teſtimonies of both Greek and Latin Rhetoricians to this pur- 
poſe. All the Queſtion is, whether Gregory Nyſſen ſpake like an Orator 
in theſe Expreſſions ; for which we mult conſider the Character of the 
Perſon, and the Occaf 'on of ſpeaking. As to Gregory Nyſſen, Gregory Na- 
zianzen ſeverely rebukes him in a whole Epiſtle for affecting more the Glo- 
2 


Orat. de Nat. 


2 22 


ws we. wy am, 6) 


w the Vineyard, Sc. But by the Power of 


when things are amplified, heightned, improved, with 


22 
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of an Orator, thats the e 7 


' rence between Flowers of 


was for the Honour of 9 


Religious 222 but an dtcaſtonal and rare thing. 
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ry 5 an Orator, than of a Chriſtian ; 1. and this after he was a Prieft, and 7 
a to the 2 5 0 of Corife, 7 227 omuch that many Chriſtians were ver _ 


* 
onder is it to find ſuch a Perſon, on 43- 


as making Faregynica 0 ration on a Martyr, laying on 
all his Colo opening lis pe | Wuſing more the Figures 

| neſs "Nay, it was become fo 
general a Cuſtom: among their Elo nent Men to exceed in their Panegy- | 
rical Orations, . Hat 1. find Theodor | quqted for ſaying, No Rule of Do- Theod. 
Arine is to be take af; mth wy, And it is agreed 9 your Din n yes „ Dial 5. 


no 3 to Srovel "i 


R. P. But he commends the”; 
calls it a Pure Worſhip. 9 VA 
P. D. That he might well do, 4 10ities 
were obſerved. out of Honour Ft Hed Os e f 
then the Chriſtians met at the Tombs of the Wear, „ to 
publick Worſhip of God there; ang 
their Memories, ſo that the 


aſterwards erected EE 5 upon d | 


he time the occaſion of meeting 
yr t the Workip was Nen to God 
alone. 2 5 


R. P. Doth not Ge N55 take notice of the Peoples ſoliciting * BY, 
Supplication and Interceſſion with God for them, as their Champion, &. 

P. D. I grant he doth ſo; but obſerve his Words: He ſaith, he Peo 
ple when they touch any part of his Body, ( which was very rarely granted) 
they embraced it, as if it had been living, and 2 over it ; and then he”. 
adds 65 00x 29 Palvophreve TUE, 7 0 5 ol 
00 SopuPSeyy Te Ort, e A Jeg, Ws * ub 55 1 1 
Ear GAGE. As if he had been whole, and an- ed before them, (which 
laſt word gewuerp 7. G. very conveniently left, out; which I leave to 
the Reader to judge of, as a Teſtimony of T. e at the very © |! 
ſame time he charges Dr. Sr. for the ſame Faule/) } they ele, hi ” 
ceſon, beſeeching him as the Champ ion of God, and c up hj 
that received Gifts when he pinks: þ 1 do not Think this Supe 
the People was to be excuſed whieh began moſt carly to appear The 
Parts of Cappadocia and Pontus ; ; and the real of ib is net hard to give, 
from the turning Heathen Feſtroals into Chriſtian Solemnities to the Martyrs, 


A 


of which Gregory Nyen f peaks in the "Life of Gregory Ti haumaturgus. * ory 
But however, this was not any ſolemn Invocation of him, as a part of N RG = | 


„and done upon Sup- P. 574. 
poſition, as it he had been alive, Athen preſent among them. And 
that the Practice of theſe Men, who, ſeemed moſt to 4 0 Addreſſes to 
Saints in the Fourth & 72 did differ from the Invocation of Saints in 
your Church, I ſhall make appear by theſe Particulars. 

1. Invocation of Saints is made a ſolemn part of Religious Worſhip in 
the Church of Rome. For which, we do not run to fome extrav 5-5 5 
Expreſſions of your Preachers, nor barely to the Ave Maries they u 5 
their Pulpits; of which no ſingle Inſtance can be produced out of * 
tiguity, but to the publick, folemn Authorized Offices of your Church. 
And although you may ſay, the Church is not anſwergble for the Indi- 
ea of Preachers, or the Figures of Poets, yet certamly ſhe i i = all 

anding 
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Niceph. gloried in. And of him indeed Nicephorus ſaith, That he firſt brought the 

ms + Invocation of the Bleſſed Virgin into the Prayers of the Church. Before his 

Defence, time, the Fathers utterly deny there was any Invocation of Saints in 

p. 340, to the Prayers of the Faithful, as Dr. St. hath evidently proved from 

347- St. Auguſtin: And methinks T. G. ſhould have ſaid ſomething or other 
to it, and not think this poor ſingle Teſtimony of Gregory Nyſſen would 
overthrow all. „ 

2. The Invocation of Saints in your Church is direct and formal, not 
meerly by way of defire.to pray for them, but to beſtow Bleſſings upon them. 
Defence, Of which Dr. Sz. bag uced ſeveral late Inſtances in Books of De- 
1 votion, now in uſe here in England; to which many more might be ad- 
3 % dag, if is Were needful. A is a wonder to me, that any Man who 

hath looked into the Offices of the Bleſſed Virgin, can make the leaſt 
doubt of this. And conſidering the Titles given her in the Roman Church, 

it were a Diſparagement to her, not 0 pray direftly to her for Bleſſings. 

For if ſhe be the Fountain of Grace, and Mercy, the Mother of Conſolation, 

the Safety of all that truſt in her, the Diſpenſer of: Graces to whom ſhe plea- 

ſes, the Queen of Heaven," to whom all Power is committed, the Mediatrix 
between her Son and us; as ſhe is ſtiled in the Roman Church; why may 

not Men pray as direttly.to her as to Chriſt himſelf 2 As long as theſe 

and many other Titles are ownedin their Prayers, .in their Sacred Hymns, 

in their Commentators on Scripture, and not meerly in their Poets and O- 

rators, Why doth 7. G. go about to deceive the World, in making 

it believe that all their Iv ction is only praying to pray for them? Which 
is all that is pretended to be uſed in the Ancient Church. And Caſſander 
Coles. thinks they were rather Wiſhes and Deſires than Prayers; for which he 
Os. iq gives a very good Reaſon, viz. That there was a Condition expreſſed by 
them; ſuch as that of Gregory Nazianzen in his Oration on his Siſter Gor- 

gonia. If thou haſt any regard to our Affairs, and if this be part of the 
Reward of holy Souls, to be ſenfible of things done below, receive this Office 
of Kindneſs from me. Which ſhews they had no Confidence or Aſſurance 


that 
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that the Saints in Heaven did underſtand our Affairs, and therefore all 
Expreſſions of this kind in them were rather Wiſhes than Prayers. And | 
even Gregory Nyſſen in this Oration upon Theodore ſu ppoſes, That unleſs he = 2 "OF 
came down from above wherever he was, whether in the Zthereal Region, or n 
Celeſtial, or Angelical, and were actually preſent among them, he could not Theod. p. 
underſtand the Honours that were done him, nor the Addreſſes they made to 
hin. And when they did expreſs ſuch an Uncertainty as this, at the 

fame time they made theſe Addreſſes towards the Concluſion of their 0- 


rations, after the manner of Orators, it is plain they are to be underſtand | 3 1 
rather for Rhetorical Wiſhes, than formal Invocations.” Now let any Man 
compare this Doubtfulneſs of the Ancients, with the Confidenceiex- * _ 
preſſed in the Church of Nome, when they declare it to be de. Hi tbat 5 
the Saints do hear them, (although the manner be not) and then jud ans _ 
whether their Practices can be of the ſame kin. 
SO PIES. n PTR. „ 
3. The Irvocation of Saints in your Church, doth imply 7 = 9 


miſhon to a Creature; and therefore goes very much beyond the Addreſſe 
of the Ancients. There are Three things which pg this Inward S 
miſſion to a Creature in the Invocation of Saints. I. Inward Poti to” - 
them. 2. An acknowledged Superiority over them. 3. Al Iten 


our Souls to them; which inward Prayer doth import. And therefore 4 
ſuppliciter invocare tam voce quam mente, whi 3 


cil of Trent, doth not only * 
, 'not Ori si- Dial p. 


Virgin a Tutelar Deity ; and the Popes ſurely underſtand their own RSH. 
gion, when they Canonize particular Saints to be Patrons of ſuch Pla- 
ces; which may be ſeen in ſome. of the lateſt Canonixations. As of 
St. Roſa, that admirable Saint of Peru, and others. {A * 


. 


3. An Intention to give Divine Worſhip to them. For what elſe can 5 
be meant by that eminent kind of Adoration, which Bellarmine ſaith dot . Forbes 
belong to them ; that Divine Worſhip, which Azorius faith, Jou give to the Gol. | 
Saints; and Serrarius ſaith, many of the wiſeſt Perſons among you ſay, that — =o 
Latria and Doulia proceed both from the ſame Vertue of Religzon ; that is, 23. 
they are of the ſame kind. So that this is not meerly the Superſtition” | 
of the Vulgar, but the Judgment of the wiſeſt among you, if Serrarius his 
Judgment may be taken. I will not diſſemble what B. Forbes obſerves, 
that ſeme of the Schoolmen do make the Invocation of Saints not to flow from p 
the vertue of Religion, but another of their own making, called Singularis 
. 3 Obſervan⸗ 
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Obſervantia. But this is only a Trick found out to avoid the Imputati. 

on of Idolatry, which they thought would fall juſtly upon them, if 
they made the Worſhip to be of the ſame kind, although of a different 
degree: Since nothing can be plainer in Antiquity, than that all zr,; 
Religious Worſhip belongs only to God, and cannot be given to a Creature 
without the Guilt of 7dolatry. For even in the ſame Age wherein Gre. 
* gory Nyſſen lived, the Council of Laodicea declared the Invocation of Ay. 


Concil. 


Laodic. c. Eertainly underſtood the 


gels to be Idolatry; ſo Theodoret expreſſeth the Senſe of that Council, who 


meaning of it; e Ayia weowyey, 


Tod, in are his Words, which he makes to be all one with Ts *Ayyi>zuc oN 


* 


Col a. 18. So that Praying to them is that part of Divine Worſhip which was con. 
demned for Idolatry, being given to Angels. | 


- * 3 2 
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red. 


„ N. P. T. G. faith, This was a Practice of "rt ing Angels, which he 
faith, cannot with any ſhew of probability be un 

334. which the Holy Catholick Church gives to Holy Angels. | 
Pi. D. Good Sir, his Reaſon ; for to my Apprehenſion it comes 28 

the Practice of the Church of Rome, as may be. 

_- Mr.) Becauſe the Council ſpeaks of ſuch as excluded our Lord Jeſu 

' Chriſt, making private Aſſemblies ; which Words Dr. St. conveniently omit- 


underſtood of that Worſpip, 


Low 


mot to forſake the Church of 


a them at length. That Chriſtians ought 
God, and go afide, to invocate Angels, or make 


unlawful Conventicles ; I any one be found practiſing this ſecret Idolatry, let 


im be accurſed'; becauſe he 


hath forſaken our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, the Son of 


God, and betaken himſelf to Idolatry. The Council ſpeaks this of a ſort 
of Chriſtians, who yet were guilty of 7dolatry in praying to Angels ; 


therefore Praying to Angels is Idolatry. 
R. P. Tes, ſuch Praying to Angels as Theodoret ſpeaks of, upon account 


that the Law was delivered by them, or that God being Inviſible and Incom- 
prrehenſible, cannot be approached but by the Angels. | 


P. D. Will 7. G. ſtand to it, that this is /dolatry > Then it muſt be 
Idolatry in the Nature of the Thing, or by ſome poſitive Law; if the 
latter, we ſee the Council of Laodicea accounts it equal Idolatry among 
Chriſtians as before: Tf the former, then Praying to a Creature is Idolatry 


in the Nature of the Thin 


g. Which is a very fair Conceſſion, and I 


ſuppoſe the Church of Rome will con him no thanks for. 


R. P. But it is Idolatry on thoſe Accounts I mentioned. . 
. D. On what, I pray ? Becauſe the Law was delivered by them > How 


is that poſſible on T. G. s Principles, when they Were only God's Miniſters 
therein? And ſo Praying to God's Miniſters in Heaven is Zdolatry ; how 


then will Praying to Saints eſcape ? 


' 


5 


R. P. But Theodoret adds, they brought us Salvation thereby. 
P. D. Only Miniſterially ; and this alters not the Caſe. 
R. P. But ſuppoſe they thought Acceſs to God was only by them ? 


P. D. What then? That might prove them no Chriſtians, but doth it 


prove them Idolaters? Su 
needs be Tdolaters 2 


ppoſe they were Jews, muſt they therefore 


R. P. But 7. G. faith, good Angels are rot to be worſhipped, but in Sulor- 
dination to Chriſt the Head, nor their Prayers to be defired as efficacious for 


us, but through his Merits. 


P. D. And what follows ? Therefore leaving out Chriſt is 1avlatry ? 
Doth 7. G. talk at this rate, and hope to excuſe the Church of Rome 


from /dolatry ? For I ſtill ask, what it was which made their I ig 3 


A Ages 
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Angels . ? Leaving out of Chriſt might make it Judaiſm or Heg- 
theniſm, but how comes it to be /dolatry ? bw” | 
R. P. J think you will never be ſatisfied, 10 

p. D. Not with ſuch Anſwers, T aſſure you. _ ak 

R. P. Baronius ſaith, Fheodoret was miſtaken ; and thut this Canon i to 

| be underſtood of Heathen Idolatry; and that the Oratories of Michael which 
Theodoret ſaith were Bu by thoſe Idolaters, were in truth built by very 

good Catholicks. bh =” 

p D. This is plain dealing: And Baronius ſaw well enough, there 
was no way to juſtify the Church of Rome, but by condemning Theoge- + 
ret: But I leave it to any Man's Conſideration, whether Theodorer, 
whoſe diſtance was not great, either in Age or Place, did not better un- 
derſtand the meaning of this Council; and the Practices of thoſe Times 
and Places, than Bafonzus ; and whether his Judgment be not rather to 
be taken, than that of a Man, who turns every Stone to avoid a Diffi- 
culty, which he ſaw could no otherwiſe be anſwere. 7 

R. P. (2.) How can this be' the meaning of the 


Council ofLaodices, 
when it declares for the honouring and celebrating the Feaſt-days of the Mar- 

_ tyrs? | | | . 
? P. D. Doth 7. G. call this a ſecond Reaſon? Where lyes the Conſe- 
quence ? The Council of Laodicea was for honouring the Feaſt-days of the 
Martyrs, therefore the praying to Angels is not condemned by it for Idolatry. 
As though there were no way of celebrating their Feftivals, but by pray- 
ing to Saints aud Angels. When T. G. proves that meeting at their Memo- 
ries on their Anniverſary days, and praiſing God: for them, and rehearfi, 
their Acts, was no keeping theirFeſtrvals, without pra ing to them ; he wil | 
do ſomething towards making this look like a Regfes n the mean time, 
let the Reader conſider whether praying to Saints was practiſed by Greg. 
Men, when praying to Angels about the ſame time by the Council of 
Laodicea is condemned for Jdolatty.. But this is not all which T have to 
ſay; for Gregory Nyſſens Practice doth excuſe the modern Invocation of 
Saints from 1dolatry : I deſire to know whether it was ſingular in him, 

or the ſenſe of the Church of that Age? „ 05 Mil + 

R. P. No doubt 7. G. brings it for an Inſtance of the Senſe of. the 
Church: For it were to no gon purpoſe to produce a fſagular Opinion or 
Praftice of one Man, condemned by the-reſt of the Church. 

P. D. Then I ask, whether offering up. ones ſelf, or offering ap a Cake 
to a Saint, be the greater Idlolatty? ©: us 

R. P. A Man's Fur certainly. 8 | . 

P. D. Do not they who devote themſelves to a particular Saint, chu- 
ſing her for their perpetual Patroneſs, vowing themſelves to be her ſlaves, | 
offer up themſelves to her > «© DF 

R. P. What would you have? | | 
P. D. I will tell you; Epiphanius whi lived in the ſanie Age with Greg. 
Nyſſen, condemns ifoſe for rank Idolaters, who offered up Cakes to the B. 
Virgin; and do you think he would have excuſed thoſe who! offered up 
themſelves and their devotions to her? And at the ſame time he condemns pee p. 
the worſhip both of Saints and Angels, in the places produced by Dr. St. 175, to p. 
What anſwer hath'7. G. made to thi ? 

E. P. I do not remember he takes notice of it... 

P. D. T. G. 8 make an excellent Commentator; for he knows 


how to paſs over a hard place, as well as any I have met with. But 
P 1 ful 
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ſtill 1 have one queſtion more. 4 Whether Greg. Nyſſen did argue well 
againſt the Arzans or not ? 4 «13 Fart 


R. P. Why ſhould you queſtion that? 


P. D. Do you think he ſpake conſiſtently to Up, ? Or 1 if not, is 


his Opinion to be® taken from a Panegyrical Oration, or a ſtrict Diſ- 
ne FTT. yes. ſo 1 
R. P. A ftrift Diſpute ; for then men conſider every Word, and the 
Conſequence of it. 1 J 
P. D. Greg. Nyſſen = upon this Principle, To give Diuine Worſhip to a 
Creature is Idolatry; but the Arians in worſhipping Chriſt as a Creature do 


give Divine Worſhip to a Creature: therefore, c. To make good the 
Particulars of this Charge, we. muſt conſider what Greg. Nyſſen makes to 


Bel. de be- be the Parts of Divine Worſhip ; and if I can prove, that Greg. Nyſſen 
nis oper. in doth make Prayer to be ſuch a Part of Divine Worſhip, then by neceſſa- 
Jr. 1. ry Conſequence he makes praying to a Creature to be Idolatry. Now it 

Cres, WM is very well known that Greg. Nyſſen in ſeveral places makes Prayer with 
en orat. I. 


e, Suplication to be peculiar to Cod; therefore he calls it a converſing with 
Ort. a. de God; a requeſt of good things with Supplication unto God, In which he 


orar. Dom. agrees With the reſt of the Fathers, who made Religious Invocation pe- 


"rin culiar to God. Sed tamen tu ſolus Damine'invocandus es, faith S. Ambroſe. 
Pal. c. 3. do not pray to any beſides thy ſelf ; ſaith Ephreem Syrus in theOficium Diur- 


, num of the Maronites. Me call not on the Name of this Man or that Man, 


Chryſoſt. ſaith S. Chryſoſtom , but on the Name of the Lord. This is an Honour, he 


in i Cor. ſaith, God hath reſerved to himſelf, to call upon him, and will not gjve it to 


in Colo, Angels or Arch-Angels ; as he elſewhere ſpeaks. Unto. God alone do we 
3. Hom. 9. pray, ſaith the Greek Catena on the fifth Pſalm. To whom ſhall 1 call but 
eib. God, ſay Clemens of Alexandria and Tertullian. It were eaſy to produce 


5. Clem. many more Teſtimonies to this: purpoſe, if theſe be not ſufficient to 
rom. I. 7. | 


Tartul A. prove, that in Greg, Nyſſer's Age, as well as before, Prayer was looked on 


pol. c. 30. 4s 2 peculzar part of Divine Worſhip. MEE OE | 
R. P. To what purpoſe > ſince no body denies, . that Prayer as it is 
a 5 to obtain Bleſſings from God as the Author of them, is Peculiar to 
P. D. This Anſwer doth not take off the force of the Argument. For 
Prayer may be conſidered two ways. 1. As a Means to obtain Bleſſings. 
2. As a folemn Part of Divine Morſpi Now if they reſerved: Prayer 
to God, on the latter Account, then it follows, that whatever Irwocation 
doth take off from the peculiarity of this Part of External Worſhip, is 
Ocig.1.8. againſt the Defign of the Fathers. So Origen argues, that Invocation and 
= * Adoration do imply each other. Invocare nomen domini & adorare Deum 
2 Soom atque idem eſt. To invocate God and to adore him is all one; from 
whence he proves that thoſe who invocate Chriſt do adore him. And 
where the Church of Smyrna declares in her Epiſtle about the Martyrdom 
of Polycarp, that they did not worſhip any other but Chriſt ; the old Latin 
Tranſlation renders it, negue alteri cuiquam precem orationis impendere. 
And Theodoret makes praying to Angels, and the worſhipping of them the 
ſame. thing. So that Prayer was looked on as a Part of Adoration; there- 
fore whoſoever gives the external Worſhip. of Prayer to another beſides 
God, doth give to a Creature that which belongs to G. 
R. P. I know nat what you mean, I pray explain your ſelf more. 
n P. D. Is not God worſhipped ſolemnly by us, when we joyn together 
in Prayer to him ? | | 
KP. 6s. 


unto thee, ſaith St. Auguſtin Tbis is the beſt "Sacrifice we can offer unto 


| and make it common 


Greg Nyſe's Oration upon Theodore. 
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F. P. 7 : | 

P. D. 1s not this Externil Worſhip ; _ which the Fathers mean, by 
the Adoration that 1s implied i in Fr de | 

R. P. Suppoſe i t be. | 5 ; | 

P. D. Wherein lies chis Externdl Worſhip p 2 Ts it not that we mdet to- 
gether, and join in Acts df Devorzen, to teſtify our W of 


God's Sqvereignty and Dependance ppp him! 2 


R. P. What. then 

72 D. 2, 2 0 8 do uſe the fame External Als of Worſhip to 

y. that to a Creature which the Fathers did "cat 

%; 85 if Men kreel and pray to Saints, in the ſanfe - 

ime, with the ſame Ceremonies of Hevotion they | 
take off the Peculiarity of this N to 6 

® his Creatures, . 3508 on 

R. P. This only reaches to the External Alt . "af the Intention | 

Deſign of the Worſhippers with us make the Difference... |. 

P. D. I do not now: meddle. with" your "Intention and Deſign but ” am 

purſuing the Force of the re ent uſed by the, Fatherf. To make 

this yet more plain to Yu. The Fachers uſe the Argument of Bxterna  _ 

Adoration againſt the Arians; . for; they, Peter rl Cornelius to Defence, 

worſhip him, and the Angel. 1 JO 

God only ought to be worſhipped and therefore, "Givi 

tion to Chriſt, ſuppofing him > ze a Creature > Is, 1 

gument good, or not? 


R. P. Let me conſider a little: Ir 


* 
. 5 Ae. 0 
1 


* FO ELL F 8 * 1 
4 7 . 1 it is not wh 3 


For T. E. Kith; Tt is in the Church's 3 to determine the Signification © 50 L. 
of Exterior TART 2 2 4-36 . 3.08 a 2 


P. D. An admirable? Ar ger! which 1 5 2 te. en, offthe 
Fathers (in truth) to have no Force at all ll. "For. ſay, 
the External Att of "Adoration did 0 y th 
which they did with Cathelieks"; 18 ſy fenified a an Lari and 
Relative M o ſhip, when applied to the Son; ws Sovereign and alas 
Worſhip, when given to the Father. So that i chere be any Force in 
what the Fathers did argue againſt the Arias, it will make eh Inferjor 
and Relative Worſhip of a Creature to be fears 5 aer hſta IN ing 


| 2% 
on 


R. P. Fam like 7. G. who hates a great Book 4 on one © Suljet'; 2 vp 1 
Ia long Diſcourſe upon one Argument. Methinks Gre Ser » hath Fi * 
taken up a great deal of our Tur ne; and 1 . fin 2. 2 2 
to ſay to you, before we part. 3 
P-D. L pray” let me 18 it 3 ad, 1 0 7 pop BY 5 = | 


Auer ; and it coodets the 50 in ee 7 in en . ” 6. put. 7. 


WI 


. 


Pre t len That H ted t 'ords 5 
lacris; which, he bel, are bos 1% Lines above "we "Wort 7. 6. 
charges him With. N 8 
P. D. And how, I pray, goth T. 6. lere himſelf 2 F or, in my mind, , & 
he is moſt concern'd'to vindicate himſelf. 
R. P. He doth it very well: : For he en not theſe Wards to be 0p 
which D. St. tranſlated ; but he 5 Ht a wot to have tranſlated: — 
| | . Pr wor 


| From whence th, © ji 8 b. CY b 
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Words of Arnobius to the Heathens, but the Words of the Heathens to 
Arnobius ; fince his Deſign was to prove the Heathens did not worſhip the 
Images themſelves for Gods. % agg DRE | 
P. D. A pitiful Shift! T. C. charged Dr. St. with Cogginj in the Word 
Divinty, in the Singular Number: Dr. St. ſhews, it was ſo uſed but 
Two Lines before thoſe Words which 7. G. cites, and thoſe were the 
Words he tranſlited. Now, faith 7. G. Thoſe were the Words of Arnobi. 
us to the Heathen, What then > Doth he not:Gonfute them in ſome- 
thing which they held > If he proves Nihil naminis. ineſſe fimulacris ; 
muſt not they hold Aliquid numinis, &Cc. ? So that it comes all to one. 


Dial. p. 


vations, For I remember very well, what the Deſign of them was; 
Defence, viz, That though the Worſhip of | Zatria was owned before it by many 
2-014 Pivines to be given to Images, and that were againſt the Decree of the 
_ Council of Nice; yet the Council of Trent allows all External Acts of 
Adoration of Images, gives no Intimation againſt this kind of Worſhip ; 
and ſince it, many of the moſt eminent Divines of your Church have 
N Sun the giving Latria to Images, and that from the Words of this 
o I O. HO 
Dial. p. N. P. But J. G. faith, thoſe very Divines do not mean by Latria proper 
2144 Divine Worſhip, which is due to God and terminated upon him; but that the 
AF being in their Opinion one in Subſtance to the Prototype and the Images, 
it is terminated abſolutely. upon the Perſon of Chriſt for himſelf , and falls 
upon the image after an inferior Manner, as a thing only relating to him, and 
purely for his ſake : for which Reaſon, ſome call it relative Latria ; Others, 
Secundary ; Others, Improper; others, Analogical ; others, per accidens ; 
= the Diſpute in effett ij rather de modo loquendi, than of the Thing it 
ts 4 D. To clear this Matter, we muſt *conſider, (I.) That the Council 
of Nice doth deny Latria to be given to an Image. (2.) That the Di- 
vines of the Roman Church do ſay that the Praitice of the Church cannot 
be defended in the Worſpip of the Croſs , without giving Latria to it. 
(3-) That the Council of Trent, when juſt Occaſion was given, declares 
nothing againſt this; for although it ref:rs to the Council of Nice, yet 
when it gives the Reafon of Worſhip, it doth it in ſuch Terms, that ma- 
ny of your Divines ſay, mult infer the worſhip of Latria to be given to 
them. | 1 R. P. What 
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R. P. What if it doth, faith T. G. ſince, it & only 4 Diſpute about 

Words ; and all agree, that the Wor ſhip proper to Goll, fighified primarily by 

the Word Latria, ig not to be given to Images d _ 1:7 T5 

P. D. That muſt be a little better conſidered. For do you think it 

is poſſible to give the r to God to an Image, or not? If 
0 


_ 


— 


ges, or not?? ¾ẽ 1 8 %% | 
R. P. No doubt they were; for they ſtand Condemned by the 
Church for that Wopſpip. they gave to Image. 
Pi. D. Wherein did their Fault lye 2 I 
E. P. In giving Divine Honour and Morſbip to the nage. 
PF. P. Did not they worſhip the Image of Chriſt, > — 45 
E. P. And What then?” W 

F. D. Then their Fault lay in Giving Divine Worſhip to the ige of 
F. P. What was that Proper Divine Worſhip © Was it Aljolite, or Re. 

lative? * n 
P. D. Then it was Giving Divine: Worſhip to an Image of, Chriſt; 


without reſpett to Chriſt ; which is either Nonſenſe, or a Contraliftion 


& 


* 


Y 


< 
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ls it poſſible to give Divine Worſhip to an Image of a-Perſon , without 


reſpect to the Perſon ? Men may worſhip E Piece of x Wood „r 2 Stonie, 
without reſpect to a Perſon; but to worſhip that which repreſents, and 
on that account, becauſe it repreſents, without any reſpect to what" it re- 
preſents, is a Contradiction: Therefore the Worſhip of an mage,\'ss 
ſuch, is a Relative Worſhip ; and Proper Latria, as given to an Inagè, 18 
Relative Zatrim.. (Poo I 8 
K. P. But Men may give Alſalute Divine Worſhip to an Inge For 
may not a Man join in his Mind the Image and 755 eee e 
one heck of Worſhip ; and ſo give Proper Divine Worſhip to both, con- 
ſider q as ne? ?; “ 8 
P. P. I thank you for that: For ſo T find ſome of your Divine, 

have determined, that in this ſenſe, Alſolute and Proper Divine Worſhip 
may be given to the Croſs. And Dr. St. produced ſeveral of them, Defence, 
who contended for an Abſolute Latria to be due to Images + Such as 2 oo 
Ludvvicus a Paramo,, Paulus Maria Quarti, Gamachaws, à late Profeſſor of 4 - OP 
Divinity in the Sorboyyey/and other. 


8 5 £4 - 


R. P. But 7. C. faith, They only differ in modo loquend. 
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P. D. I think rather 7» modo colendi. For are not Abſolute and Rela. 
tive Worſhip Two diſtint Kinds? How elſe comes the giving 44/olate 
Worſhip to be 1dolatry; and not the giving Relative > Aid if giving 
Abſolute Worſhip be 7dolatry,/ all in your Church are guilty of it, "Who 
worſhip the Image and Thing repreſented, as Oue Obe. If it be not, 
then there can be none to an % SIE 

R. P. Yes; If they offer Sacrifice to Images, as the Gnoſticks did. © 

P. D. S. Auguſtin and Theodoret ſay, They adorgd Tmapes, aul offered 
Incenſe to them, And is not the very ſame practiſed in your Church > + 
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If this were /dolatry in them, why not in you 2 Unleſs your Church 
hath Power to change the Nature of Idolatry; which is all one with 
changing the Nature of Yirtues and Vices. ON | 

R. P. But they ſacriffc d to Images, as the Heathens did. 

P. D. True: For the Burning Incenſe before Images, was thought to 
be Sacrificing to them, being joined with Adoration. And the Chriſtians 
choſe rather to dye, than to join in that Act of Worchip towards the 

Defence, Images of the Emperors : Whence Dr. St. obſerved, that burning of In- 

p. 323. cenſe towards Images, was the ſame Tryal of Chriſtians „that Eating of 
Swines Fleſh was of the Fews. I pray tell me, Was there any Harm 
in this, or not? Suppoſing the Chriſtians looked on the Emperors as 
God's Vicegerents, and the Images only as repreſenting them: 

R. P. I ſee what you aim at: . You would have me condemn the 
Primitive Chriſtians, or our ſelves. According tothe Senſe of the 
Church at that time, it was unlawful; but according to the Senſe of 
our Church now, it is lawful to do the ſame Things out, of Honour to 

the Images of Chriſt, or his Saint. 

P. D. That is, your Church is innocent, if your Church may be 
Judge. But I now diſpute upon your own Principles of Relative Vor- 
ſhip ; whether thoſe 4s might not have been done to the Emperors 
Images; which had ſaved the Lives of ſo many Martyrs > 
K. P. No: For the Emperors then exacted to be worſhipped as Gods ; 
2. e. with Divine Worſhip. _ mm 

P. D. Was that Divine Worſhip Supreme, or not? i. e. Did they take 
the Emperors for Supreme Deities > 1 

R. P. No: But they gave them the Worſhip of the Supreme Deity. 
Pi. D. Then the Giving this Worſhip was thought Jdolattiy; though 
Mens Conceptions were right, as to their being Creatures. 

R. P. But what is this to the Worſhip of Images: D 

P. D. Was it not lawful to give the ſame Worſpip to the Images of the 

Emperors, as to the Emperors themſelves 2 Might not they look on the 
Emperors as God's Vicegerents; and ſo give them Relative Latria on 
that Account ; and then look on their Images as repreſenting them; 
and ſo give a Secundary, Improper, Analogical, Relative Latria to their 
Images > And by this means, the Heathens and the Chriſtians had only 
2 ered 7» modo loſuendi; but the Chriſtians had ſaved their Lives by the 

argain. a 5 . | 

R. P. But our Diſpute is, of the mages of Chriſt, and not of Hea- 

then Emperors. 2 4 * Eg) | 

P. D. I only ſhew the Abſurd Conſequences of this Doctrine; and 
how inconſiſtent it is with the Principles of Primitive Chriſtianity. 
But I return to the Diſtinctions of your Divines, about Latria being 
given to Images. Youall agree, T. G. faith, That the Worſhip proper to 
_ is not to be given to Images. Is not Latria the Worſhip proper to 
God. | 

R. P. Ves: Proper Latria is; but not Improper and Relative 

P. PD. Is there any Worſhip ſo proper to God, that it cannot be im- 
properly and relatively given to an Image? _ 

R. P. What do you mean? For I do not underſtand you. 

P. D. Rather, you will not. I ask you, Whether there be any ſuch 
AM of Worſhip ſo proper to God, that you may not in reſpe to God, do 
that to his Image; or, in reſpect to Chriſt, do that to the Croſs ? 
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h K. P. Although there may be none ſuch, yet the Church doth not 
* aſe all 4s of Worſhip to the Image, which it doth to Gd. 
P. D. I do not ask what you do; but what upon your Principles you 

| may do. And ſuppoſe a Man doth that A& which your Church allows 
og not, is he Guilty of 1dolatry, or bare Diſobedience, in doing it to an 
5 Image? © | © 2” 1775 6 2 l 
0 3 : ed OM 
1 P. D. Then there are ſuch: external 44s of Worſhip ſo proper to God 

of himſelf, that the doing them to an Image for his ſake is 7dolatry., As to 

a ſacrifice to an Image for the fake of Chriſt is Idolatry. Is it gat 2 

as R. F. 1 ih r . 

P. D. Is the improper and relative Sacrificing to an Image Idolatty ? 

Ie R. P. You ask an untoward Queſtion, For I ſee what you drive at. 

8 p. D. Anſwer me directly. Is it, or is it not: 

f E. P. I think it is. 8 4 

0 P. D. Then it follows, that this Diſtinction of Proper and Improper, 
Abſolute and Relative Latria, ſignifies nothing. For. if the Ads of Mor- 

= ſhip are proper to God, no relative or improper Uſe of them can (excuſe 

a from Idolatry; if they are not proper, then it is no Latria. e 

2 R. P. I muſt think again of this Matter. For as you repreſent. it, 

this can never dn. 

'3 P. D. I wonder ſo many ſubtle Men ſhould ever think it would. 
But I will not thus give it over. When the Council of Nice did, forbid 

e Latria being given to an Image, did they mean to an mage, as a piece 
of Wood, or Stone; or to an Image, as , mage: KN 

R. P. As an Image. For they did forbid giving Latria to that which 
h they worſhipped; but they worſhipped it as an Image, for the ſake pf the 
| Prototype. | | 1 ; 
| P. B. Your Reaſon is unanſwerable. Therefore I ſay, they did for- l f 

25 bid all relative Latria of an Image, call it by what Name ſoever you i . 

5 pleaſe. For the Worſhip of an Image as ſuch muſt be relative Worſbip. | | 

* Therefore all thoſe who contend: for relative Latria are condemned by 

73 the Council of Nice. Beſides, I would fain know of theſe Gentlemen, 

K whether their zmproper and relative Latria, be Latria or Inferior War- 

N pip? one or other it muſt be; and it is a Contradiction to ſay Latria is 

1 inferior Worſhip ; for that is to ſay, It is Latria, and it is not. If it be 
then true Latria , I ask whether the Tmage as an Image be God or 

. a Creature; if it be a Creature, as no doubt it is, then true 

4 Latria is given to a Creature; which according to 7, G.,,,muſt 

38 be Idolatry. Again; Either it is the ſame Ad of Latria which, is ter- 

4 minated on the Perſon of Chriſt abſolutely, and on the Croſs relatively; 

* or it is a different Act. If the ſame Ad; then there is a double. Wor- 

jt ſhip, and but one 44; for there is an ahſelure Worſhip of the Perſon of 
Chriſt, and a relative Worſhip of the Image; and let it be relative, or 
what it will, it is a real Ad of Worſhip ; and ſo there muſt be to Acts, 

: and yet it is but one Act. For is the Image or Croſs worſhipped, or 

8 not? If it be worſhipped, there muſt be an Ad of Worſbip terminated 
on it; and how can there be an 4 of Worſhip terminated upon it, if 

h the ſame Act paſſeth from the Image to the Prototype? Theſe are unin- 

"i telligible Subtilties, and only invented to confound Men s Under ſtand- 
ings, as to the true and diſtin&t Notion of Divine Worſbip; and to 
blind their Minds in the Practice of Iolatiy. Farther; if this be a dif- 

x. terence only de modo loquendi, as J. G. faith, then the very ſame del may 


be proper and improper, abſolute and relative, per ſe and per accidens. 2-4 
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ſo T. G. faith, that it h one Adt in Subſtance :. but it is abſolute, as terming. 


ted on the Perſon of Chriſt; relative, as on the Croſs : Proper in one 
ſenſe, improper in the other; per ſe in the former ſenſe, per agcidens in 
the latter. Which Catbarinus thought to be no leſs than r:d:culoy 
Laſtly, There is nothing in the World but may be worſhipped with La. 
tria, by the Help of theſe Diſtinctions. For a Divine Preſence in the 
Creatures, is really a far better Ground of Worſhip, than a bare Fiction 
of the Mind, that the Image and the Thing repreſented are all one, 
But of this we have diſcourſed already. | 
R. P. To tell you plainly my Mind, I never liked this giving Lz. 
tria to Images my ſelf ; but it being a common Doctrine in our Church, 
we ought to ſay as much for it as we can: But I am only for an fe. 
rior Worſhip to be given to them; and ſo is 7. G. if I do not much mi. 
ſtake his Meaning. e oy 
PF. D. Let us then conſider this I»ferigr Worſhip, as diſtin from 
Latria : And concerning this J ſhall prove, That it neither anſwers the 
Reaſons given by Councils, nor the Practice of the Roman Church. 
x.) Not the Reaſons given by the Councils of Nice and Trent. For 
_ which I deſire but theſe Two Poſtulata. 1. That Images are to have 
True and Proper Worſhip given to them ; which is expreſsly determined 
by thoſe Councils. 2. That the Reaſon of this Worſhip is nothing in- 
herent in the Image, but ſomething repreſented Ly it. Which is affirmed 
by thoſe Councils. From hence I argue thus : 5 
To worſhip Chriſt only before an Image, is not to give Proper Mor- 
ſhip to the Image, which the Cuuncilt require to be given. Therefore, 
either the mage is to be worſbipped for it ſelf , which were Jablatry, by 
your own Confeſſion; or Chriſt is to be worſhipped in and by the 
mage. EY 
K P. Chriſt is to be worſhipped in and by the Image. 
P. D. Then do you give Chriſt the Worſhip due to him, or not? 
R. P. The Worſhip due to him. 


P. D. But the Worſhip due to Chriſt is Proper Latria ; therefore 


you muſt give Proper Latria to Chriſt, as worſhipped in and by the 
R. P. True: But we give it to the Image of Chriſt, otherwiſe than 
to his Perſon ; for we worſhip him abſolurely, and the Image reſpectivel/ 
and for his ſake. ; J)) 
P. D. That is it which T would have; That there is no worſhipping 
an mage on the account of Repreſentation , but you mult fall into the 
Doctrine of Relative Latria. © 3 5 | 

R. P. But may not I ſhew Reſpect to the Croſs for Chriſt's ſake, with- 
out giving the ſame Worſhip to the Croſs that I do to Chriſt > | 
P. D. That is not the Queſtion: But, Whether you may worſhip 
Chriſt, in and by the Croſs repreſenting his Perſon, without giving that 
Worſhip which belongs to the Perſon of Chrift > For either you worſhip 


the Croſs for it ſelf, which you confeſs to be 7ablatry ; or you worſhip 


Chriſt as repreſented by it: If you orig Chriſt, you muſt g:ve him 
the Worſhip which belongs to him; and that can be no other than La. 
tria. Which not only appears by the Docłrine, but by the Practice of 
your Church, in the Worſbip of the Croſs, Which I prove by the Second 


Particular; vi. 


: 


(2.) Inferior Worſhip doth not come up to the Practice of your Church; 
becauſe your Church, in Praying to the Croſs, ſpeaks to it, as if you 
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rim, in his Meliſſa, had put down thus; arr | 
Being which is Uncreated, This Book happen d to: come under the Spa- 
viſp Index of Cardinal. Quiriga; Do you think he would ſuffer It to 
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Chriſt himſelf. O Crux ave, ſpes nxica, &c. as Afainas obſerves „and 
many other of your Divines, who never own any Proſopopeia ; but do 
ſay , That the Croſs is truly worſhipped with that Worſhip which belongs to 
the Perſon of Chriſt, on the account of Repreſentation. And can you 


imagine ſo many of your moſt Eminent Divines would have put them- 


ſelves to ſo much difficulty in defending a Relative Latria, if they 


could have defended the Practice of your Church without it > But they 
faw plainly the Church did own ſuch a-Worſhip to the Croſs ; and 


Defence, 2. 
P. 640. 


when Occaſion was offered, did declare it; as in the Place cited out of 
the Pontifical by Dr. St.; which it would never have done, if it had 
not been agreeable to its ſenſe. ts Of ee Ot ; 


R. P. But this is but one fingle Paſſage ; and will you condemn' a 


whole Church for that: - * 8 
Pi. D. Not, if the Senſe of the Charch were otherwiſe fully expreſ- 
ſed againſt it: But here we have ſhewed that Paſſage to be very agree- 
able to the Reaſon of Worſhip, given by your'Councils; and to the g- 


lemn Practice 'of your Church in Adoration of the Croſs ; and therefore 


that Paſſage ought to be loo d on, as a more explicit Declaration of 
the Senſe of the Church. For, let me ask you, if the Church of Rome 
had been againſt Latria being given to the Croſs , Whether, in a Book 
of ſuch publick and conſtant e as the Pont iſſcal is, it ſhould be left 
ſtanding ; when the Book-Menders are ſo buſie in your Charch ,, that 
ſcarce an Index of à Father can eſcape them, nor ſuch Sentences as 


You remember what ſtir T. G. made about Gregory Nyſſens Oration up 
on Theodore: Now the ſame Perſon. _—_— againſt the Ariavs, faith 
That no Created Thing ü to be way | 


ſtand as it did? No, I aſſure you ;' Deleatur dictio ſolummodo, faith he; 
ſatis pro Imperio :: Away with this Oi. Why fo 7 Was it not in the 


Author? No matter for that: It is againſt the Praſtice of oe Church; 
Out with it. More ſuch Inſtances might be produced ; bu I a 


your ſelf, Whether after ſuch Care hath been taken to review the Pox- 
tifical by Clement VIII. and the Publiſſing of it with ſo much Aut ho- 
rity, ſuch a Paſſage would have been ſuffered to remain, if it had been 
any ways repugnant to the Senſe of the Church? e 


* 4 * 


yy 


R. P. But 7. G. faith, The Terms of Communion with the Church „ are pt 5 | 
not the Opinions of her School-Divines , hut the Decrees of her Cotn= 263. 
; . 8 i ö 1 * ; n . g . N g 


P. D. And what then > Did Dr. St. meddle with the School-Divines, 
any otherwiſe than as they explained the See of Councils, or the Pra- 


ctice of the Church? ' And what Helps more proper to underſtand” 


ppesl to 


—— —„- 


ſeem to thwart their preſent Doctrine. Of which take this Inſtance. 


us; That we are only to worſhip that 


theſe, than the Doctrine of your moſt Learned Divines? T. G. will 


have one Mr. Thorndike to ſpeak the Senſe of the Church of England, 


againſt the Current Doctrine of the reſt; as Dr. St. hath proved ; yet 


he willnot allow ſo many Divizes of greateſt Note and Aurhority, to 


N >, 
„ 


explain the Senſe of che Church of Rome? Is this equal Dealing: 


R. P. I. G. ſaith, That for his Life he cannot underſtand any more the Dial. p. 
Idolatry of worſhipping an Image, than the Treaſon of Boming to a Chair of 264 
State, or the Adultery of a Wife's Hiſſng her Husbund s Picture; and 
that the ſame Subtilties may be uſed Ehud theſe, as againſt the other . 


7 Oy 
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And therefore, notwithſtanding the Diſputes of School-Divines, honeſt Na- 
ture, informed with Chriſtian Principles, will be Security enough againſt 
the Practice of Idolatry, in Honouring the Image of Chriſt for his 
ake. | CE | | 
1 P. D. What is the matter with T. G. that for his Life he can under- 
ſtand theſe Things no better , after all the Pains which hath been taken 
about him? Hath not the Difference of theſe Caſes been laid open 
before him 2 Do not your own Writers confeſs, That in ſome Caſes an 
Image may become an Idol, by having Divine Worſhip given to it ? Is this 
then the ſame Caſe, with a Wife's Kiſſing her Husband's Picture? Doth 
not this excuſe the Gnoſticks Worſhip of the Image of Chriſt, as well as 
yours? If there may be 7dolatry in the Worſhip of an Image, we are 
then to conſider, Whether your Worſhip be not /dolatry > Eſpecially, 
ſince both Parties charge each other with 7do/atry ; thoſe who will 
have it to be Latria, and thoſe who will not. And J do not ſee what 


Honeſt Nature can do in this Caſe, however affiſted ; unleſs it can 


make the Worſhip of Images to be neither one nor the other. I ſee 7.6. 
would fain make it to be no more than 4are Honour of an Image, for 
the ſake of Chriſt : But this doth not come up to the Decrees of Coun- 
cils, the General Seyſe of Divines, and the Conſtant Practice of your 
Church. If ever Worſhip was given to Images, you give it; by uſing all 
Accs of Adoration towards them. penny „ 
R. P. But ſuppoſe the King had made an Order, That due Honour and 
Reſpect ſhould be given to the Chair of State; ought not that to be obſer- 
2 , 75 the Diſputes which might ariſe about the Nature of 
P. D. To anſwer this, we muſt ſuppoſe a Command from God, that 
we muſt worſhip an Image of Chriſt, as we do his Perſon ; but here it is 


| juſt contrary ; the | Reaſon of the Second Command being owned by 


the Chriſtian Church to hold againſt the Worſhip of Images now, as well 
as under the Law. But thoſe in the Church of Rome, who do charge 
each other with 7do/atry , without ſuppoſing any ſuch Command, do 
proceed upon the Nature of the Worſhip ; which muſt either be Divine 
Wor ſhip , (which one Party faith is Idolatry, being the ſame which is 
given to God) or an inferior Religious Worſhip, which the other Party 
ſait h muſt, be /do/atry; being an Expreſſion of our Submiſſion to an Inani- 
mat e Thing. And, for my Life, I cannot ſee what Anſwer T. G. makes 


to his. 


R. P. T. G. faith, The Rules of the Church are to be obſerved in. this 
Caſe, as the Rules of the Court about the'Chair of State. 

P. D. What! Are the Rules of the Church to be obſerved abſolutely, 
whether againſt the Law of God, or not? Which is as much as to ſay 
at Court, That the Orders of the Green-Cloth are to be obſerved, 
againſt his Majeſty's Pleaſure. But not to inſiſt on that; I fay, in this 
Caſe, the Rules of the Church help nothing: For they who do follow 
the Rules of the Church, muſt do one or the other of theſe ; and 


which ſoever they do, they are charged with 7dolatry. And therefore 


Dr. St. had great Reaſon to ſay; Where there is no Neceſſity of do- 
ing the thing, the beſt way to avoid /dolatry, is, to give no Worſhip to 
Images at all. Ea A We | XI ag 

R. P. What will become of the Rules of the Church, faith T. G. if Mes 
may be permitted to break them for ſuch Capriches as theſe are? 


P. D. Are 


re 


ing being an Act of Worſhip N to Go 
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p. D. Are you in earneſt? Doth T. G. call theſe Capriches > faola- 
try is accounted both by Fathers and Schoolmen a Crime of the higheſt 
Nature; and when I am told I muſt commit it one way or other, by 
your Oivines, if I give Worſhip to Images, is this only a Copriche? 


R. P. Will not the ſame Reaſon hold againſt Mg to the Altar Bow- Dial b. 
> an 267. 


Ls 


P. D. Will the ſame Reaſon hold againſt Bowing aut of Reverence to 
Almighty God? Which I have told you again and again, is all our 
Church allows in that which you call Bowing to the Altar. I ſee you 
are very hard put to it, to bring in this ſingle Inſtance upon every turn, 
againſt the plain Senſe and DeWration of our Church. If this be all 
7. G. upon ſo long Conſideration, hath to ſay in this matter; it is not 
hard to judge, who hath much the better Cauſe.  __ a 


R. P. 1 pray „ hold from 7riumphing a while; for there is a freſh 
Charge behind ; wherein you will repent that ever. you undertook to 
defend Dr. St.: It is, concerning the Unjuſt Parallel he hath made 


between the Heathen and Mi .... dro Be 
P. O. I ſee no Cauſe to repent hitherto ; and I hope I ſhall find as 


little when I come to tha. 1 
he N „ 
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Fourth Conference, 


About the Parallel between he Heathen and Ro- 
"ee miſh IDOL ATR Y. 


R. P. T WAVE you conſidered what T. C. faith, concerning the 
| Parallel between the Heathen and Romiſh Idolatry> And 
doth not your Heart fail you, as to the Defence of Dr. 


St. which you promiſed to undertake 2  ... 


P. D. No „truly. The more I have conſider d it, the leſs 1 


fear it. | 
R. P. What think you of the Notion of Idolatry, he chargeth on 
Dial. p. T. G.? Viz. That it is the giving the Sovereign Worſhip of God to a 
. Creature; and among the Heathiens, to the Devil; as if the Idolatry of the 
Heathens conſiſted only in worſhipping the Devil : Whereas, it appears from 


the Words Dr. St. cites out of him, that he charged the Heathens with 


Idolatry, in worſhipping their Images for Gods, and the Creatures for Gods; 
although withal they worſhipped Evil Spirits; and 7. G. contends, that their 
Supreme God was an Arch-Devil. | 
P. D. Is this ſuch a Difficulty to be ſet in the Front? I ſuppoſe, it 
is only to try whether I will ſtumble at the Threſhold. If the Su- 
*preme God whom the Heathens worſhipped , was an Arch-Devil, as 
. G. faith ; then, without all Queſtion, they gave their moſt Sove- 
reign Worſhip to the Devil. And when he pleads ſo earneſtly , 
That all» the Gods of the Heathens were Devils, under whatſoever 
Name or Title they worſhipped them; what Injury can J. G. think 
it to his Hypotheſis, g ſay, That the Heathen Idolatry did conſiſt 
in giving Sovereign Worſhip to the Devils Beſides, Dr. St. s Words 
do not imply, That according to 7. G. the Heathens did not give 
Sovereign Worſhip tò other Things; but that they did it eminently 
to the Devil: Which muſt needs follow, if the Supreme God among 
them was no other than an Arch- Devil; as Z. G. then aſſerted, and 
now endeavours morę at large to prove. 5 
R. P. Therefore waving this, I come to the main Point ; Whether. 
the Hleatben Jupiter were the true God, er an Arch-Devil ? 
P. D. You are juſt like the Author of a late Scurrilous Pamphlet 
called Jupiter, Dr. St. s Supreme God, &c. who would fain reduce the 
whole Queſtion of Idolatry to this ſingle Point, without conſidering ei- 
ther the Occaſion of this Queſtion, or the main Arguments uſed by 
Dr. St., or the very ſcope and deſigu of his Diſcourſe: But he is ſo 
pitiful a Trifler, that he deſerves no Notice at all. That we may pro- 
ceed more clearly in this Debate, we ought firſt to attend to the prin- 
cipal Queſtion; which was, whether 7dolatry be conſiſtent with the 
Acknowledgment of one Supreme Being? And the Reaſon of this 


Queſtion 
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Queſtion was, becauſe thoſe who did plead the moſt plauſibly in excu- 

ſing your Church from 1dolatry, went upon this Principle, that ſuppo- 

ſing Men preſerved in their Minds the Notion of one Supreme Being, 

it is impoſſible they ſhould give to a Creature that Honour which was 

due to God alone. To overthrow this Dr. St, undertook to ſhew; that 

this Principle would equally excuſe. the Heathen Tdolatry , ſince both - 

the ancient and modern Heathens did own one Satreme Go. And if 
this be granted him, it matters not to the main deſign'of his Diſoourſe 

whether it were Jupiter or not. And it is a wonder to me, ſince the _ 

Man in 7. C. s Dialogues who argues againſt Dr. St. profeſſes himſGlf a a 

Diſciple of Mr. Thorndike, he ſhould never take notice of this Prigciple, 

nor once go about to defend it. But ſince 7. G. acknowledges chat the pig 

Heathens had a Notion of One Supreme Being ingrafted in their Minds by 351. * 

Nature; the Point then in debate is, on what account they were char. 

ged with /dolatry ; and whether that will not reach to the Praclites of 

the Roman Church, i. e. whether their /dolatry lay in worſhipping the Crea- 

ture and not the Creator; or in giving Divine Worſhip, though of diffe- 
rent Degrees, to the Creature and the Creator? And here lies the main 

Strength of this Controverſy; and ſuppoſing Dr. St. were miſtaken as 

to the Senſe of the Fathers, about Jupiter; yet if the true Notion of 

Iaolatry be proved to conſiſt in giving the ſame Divine Worſhip to God 

and his Creatures, his Parallel will be ſufficient to make good the Charge 

of Idolatry againſt the Church of Rome. Yet, ſince 7. G. ſeems to lay 

ſo much weight upon the Fathers Senſe concerning Jupiter, IJ am con- 

tent to examine them together with you; but in the firſt place let us 

conſider, what the Scripture faith to this Point; for as I remember Dr. 

St. began with that, then he proceeded to your own Writers; and at laſt 

brought in the Teſtimonies of Fathers; and I ſee no Reaſon we ſhould go 

off from this method. | „„ N 

R. P. Since you will have it ſo, I will begin with the Scripture ; and 
Dr. St. pretends to prove Jupiter to be the Supreme God, from thoſe words 
Ads 17. Whom ye. ignorantly worſhip, him I declare unto you. 1 

P. D. Conſider, I pray, the Queſtien between Dr. St. and 7. G, via. 
whether it were the true God, or an Arch-devil: And Dr. Sf. argues in 
theſe Words. Did St. Paul mean the Devil when he ſaid , whom yon 
* zgnorantly worſhip, him I declare unto you? Did de in good earneſt go 
abroad to preach the Devil to the World? Yet he preached him whom - 
they ignorantly worſhipped. What faith T. G. to this?? 

R. P. From this very Inſcription, To the unknown God, he notably Dial. p. 
proves, 2 could not be underſtood of Jupiter, who was # known Go; 3+ 
St. Paul could not be ſaid to come to preach their Jupiter to the Athenians, 
when he expreſly tells them, he came to declare to them a God whom they did 
not know. ' $i oi e d ga 

P. D. To this I anſwer, that the Athenians had fo confounded the 
Notion of the Supreme God, with that of the Poetical Fupiter ; and the 
Peoples Fancies were ſo ſtained and polluted. with thoſe vulgar Repre- 
ſentations of Fove, which they learnt from the Poets and Painters, that 
the Apoſtle rather choſe to preach the true God to them from the Inſcri- 
ption to the antnoun God, than from any Altars that were inſcribed Fovt 
Opt. Max. Becauſe the People would have imagined, if St. Paul had 
made choice of any. uſual Inſeription to a Deity worſhipped in common 

- vith the reſt, that he muſt in conſequence allow the Nature and Xind of 
their Worſpip. For they joyned Jupiter and the reſt of their Gods op! 
| er, 


* 


4 L 1 
* 
. 1 


_—_— 


118 


mmm 


CONFERENCE s concerning the 


— 


ther, the Body of their Worſhip conſiſting of an Acknowledgment of one 
as Supreme, Viz. Jupiter, and of the reſt as worſhipped together with 
him; and ſo their Worſhip being a complex thing, it was more agreeable 
to the Apoſtles deſign, which was to deſtroy their /do/atry, not to make 
uſe of that Notion of God which was corrupted by their do/arries, but 
to take Advantage from the Inſcription to the unknown God, ſo to declare 
his Nature, as to conſute their Idolatrous Worſhip, as he doth in the 
following Verſes.” Jupiter therefore as he was the Head of the Heathen 
Worſhip, and as he ſtood in Conj unction with their other Deities, was a 
known God amongſt them, and folemgly worſhipped by the Athenians; 


but as by Fove was underſtood the Eternal Mind as the only proper Object 


of Divine Worſhip, and therefore ought not to be worſhipped with Men's 
Hands, nor to be joined with his Creatures, ſo he was an unknown God. 
For they had no other Knowledge of a Supreme God, than as of one 
who admitted others into a Participation of the fame Worſhip with him- 
ſel And there were theſe two Things which made thoſe Gentiles dif. 
own the God of the Fews, who' agreed with them in the Acknowledg- 


ment of One Supreme God who made the World, (r.) That he would be 


worlhipped by no Images or Repreſentations of himſelf. (2.) That he 
would admit no inferior Beings to have any Share in Divine Worſhip, but 
all ſuch were accounted 7dolaters by the Fewiſh Laws, who according to 
the Eaſtern Cuſtoms worthipped any other as Mediators, or inferior Dei- 
ties. From hence the Heathens accounted the God of the Fews an un- 
known and unſociable Deity ; there being no Repreſentations made of 
him; nor any others to be joyned in worſhip with him: Therefore Di- 


on Caſſius calls him "Apfnroy 4 ME,) a God who could neither be deſcribed 


nor repreſented. If we believe Georgius Syncellus, this Altar and Inſcripti- 
on, To the Unknown God, was but lately ſet up at Athens; whence St. 
Paul might have the greater Reaſon to take notice of it, and from 
thence to declare how unſuitable their Worſhip was to the true God. 
And therefore St. Paul when he ſuppoſes the True God to be the unknown 
Cod among them, ſpeaks not in reſpect of his Eternal Being, for even 
. G. confeſſeth the Heathens had the Notion of one Supreme God ingrafted 
iu their Minds by Nature; but in reſpect of his way of Worſhip, without 
Images or Inferior: Deities. For ſo he purſues his Diſcourſe, by arguing 


from his Perfedions, a that way of Worſhip which was in uſe among 
them. Whereas, if he 


there was ſucha One; but this he ſuppoſes asa thing well enough known 
in General by them; but not worſhipped by them as he ought to be. God 
that made the World and all Things therein, ſeeing that he is Lord of Hea- 
ven and Earth, dwelleth not in Temples made with hands; nor is worſhip- 


® ped with Men's Hands, &c. If St. Paul had ſuppoſed them ignorant of 


Aug. c. 
Creſc. l.1. 
c. 28, 29. 


a Supreme God, ought he not firit to have proved that there was a God 
who made the world, &. But ſince there was no Diſpute about that, he 
ſhews the incongruity of their way of Worſhip to the Perfections of his 
Nature. St. Auguſtin proves from this place, Whom ye ignorantly worſhip , 
him I declare unto you; that the True God was truly though ignorantly wor- 
ſhipped by the Athenians. For, faith he, what did St. Paul preach to them, 
but that the ſame God whom they ignorantly and unprofitably worſhipped out 
of the Church, they ſhould worſhip wiſely and ſavingly in the Church? One 
God, faith he, ij worſhipped ignorantly without the Church, and yet he is the 


ſame God : as it is the ſame Faith which is without Charity out of the Church; 


for 


had ſuppoſed them wholly ignorant of Ove Su. 
preme God, his firſt and moſt neceſſary Work had been to have proved 
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for it is One God , and One Faith, and One Catholick Church ; Non in qua 


ſola unus Deus colitur, ſed in qua ſolà unus Deus pie colitur. Not in which 
alone One God is worſhipped ; but in which alone One God is pioufly worſhipped. 


| The fault then of the Athenians lay in their manner of the Worſhip of the 


True God, and not in the total neglect of it, or in worſhipping an Arch- 
devil-inſtead of him. „ 1 


K 


R. P. T. G. doth not deny that they had ſome confuſed Notion of a ©... 


preme God, but he faith, that he whom they worſhipped under the Notion o 
ſupiter was an Arch devil. | U A 
p. D. It appears by S. Auguſtin, that they worſhipped the ſame God, 
while they were Feat hens, and when they became Chriſtians, but after 
a different mannels. And as to Jupiter, Dr. St. obſerves, that S. Paul 
quotes the Saying of Aratus, For we are his Off-ſpring ; which words 
are ſpoken of Jupiter by the Poet, and applied to the True God by the 
Apoſtle ; and ſurely he did not mean that we are the Devil's Off-ſpring ; 
but from thence he infers, that we are the Of-/pring of God; So that if 
S. Paul may be credited rather than 7. G. their Jupiter was ſo far from 


being the Archadewzl, that he was the true God Bleſſed for evermore. 


R. P. To this 7. G. anſwers, that it is no wonder a Heathen Poet ſhould 
apply the Attributes of the true God to Jupiter; and the Name of Jupiter 
to the true God, as being the Name gf that Deity which was Supreme among 
them ; but S. Paul takes the Poets wordt by way of Abſtractiůon from Jupiter, 
and applies them to the true God; leaving out all mention of Jupiter, and 
changing his Name ;. which he would not have done if their Jupiter was the 
true God. _ ; 
P. D. I pra) 


of | * 8 1 5 . | 
tell me one thing; did:$. Paul only intend to fill up his 


Athenians ? 


Diſcourſe with the end of a Yerſe, as ſome Writers do, with Omne tulit 
punctum, c. or did he intend it by way of Argument to convince the 


R. P. S. Paul ſurely did not aſſect Pedantry, and therefore it muſt be 


Argumentative. 


F. D. If that be granted, conſider the force of the Argument in T. 
b. s Senſe of S. Paul 


s Words. For in him we live, and move, and have our 
Being; as certain alſo of your own Poets have ſaid, For we are alſo his Of- 
ſpring. For as much then as we are the Off-ſpring, of God, &. S. Paul 
proves that we have our Life, Motion, and Subſiſtince from God, from 
the Words of Aratus; For we are his Of-ſpring., Either Aratus did ſpeak 
of the ſame God whom S. Paul ſpeaks of, or not? if not, where lies 
the force of the Argument? if he did, then S. Paul allows Aratus his 


Jupiter to be the Supreme God. Whoſoever reads the Verſes in Aratus, 


cannot imagine he ſhould mean any elſe; and the Greet Scholiaſt there 
faith, by Jupiter he meant the God that made the World, And Dr. Sr. 
produced the Teſtimony of Ariſtobulus the Jewiſh Philoſopher , to the 


ſame purpoſe, viz. that under the Name of Jove, his deſgu was to expreſs 


the true God. | N 

R. P. T. G. doth not deny that Aratus might apply the Name of Jupiter 
to the true God, and the Attributes of the true God to Jupiter: But, he 
laith, it doth not follow that S. Paul, becauſe he cited him, thought their 
Jupiter to be the true God. | 5 


Dial. p- 


P. D. Suppoſe then 8. Paul was of T. Cs mind, and that their 72 


0 70 was an Arch- devil; and ſee what admirable reaſoning he attributes 
0 S. Paul. We have all our Dependance upon God, as certain of your 


own Poets have ſaid, ſpeaking of him who was really an Arch-devil; 


For 


| 
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Eur we are his off ſpring. If an Athenian had asked S. Paul, whoſe Of. 
ſpring doth Aratus ſay we are? God's or the Devils? If Jove meant by 
Aratus was no other than an Arch- devil, how doth this prove us to have 
our Dependance on G0 for Life and Motion? If he were the true God 
then I grant it follows ; and the Jupiter meant by Aratus muſt be the 
Supreme God. If Aratus doth give the Name of Fupiter to the true Cod, 
then he that was meant under that Name was the true God; and S. Pay} 
bringing this Sentence to prove a main point of Divinity, muſt allow him 
that was called by the Name of Jupiter to have been the true God. And 
if I. G. doth yield that the Poet did apply the Name of Fupzrer to the 
true God, he gives up the Cauſe, for that is all te) oth St. contends 
for : And ſurely it is not poſſible for T. G. to imagim the true God and 
an Arch. devil to be the ſame. And ſuppoſing that Dr. Sr. had ſuch 2 
p. 302. Faculty as he mentions, of changing the Devil himſelf into God; it ſeems 
much more deſirable, than that of T. G. of changing the true God into 
an Arch- devil. „ T7OS 

R. P. But doth not S. Paul ſay, that the Heat bens offered to Devils and 

not to God ; and will you make S. Paul to contradict himfelf ? - on” 
P. zog. P. D. S. Paul doth not there ſpeak of their Intention and Defign ; for 
they profeſſed to worſhip the true God, and good Spirits as inferior Dei. 
ties; but what their Worſhip was in God's account; which being fo abo- 
minably corrupted with /dolatry and Superſtition, was ſo far from being 
pleaſing to God, that it could be acceptable to none but impure Spirits, 
From whence you may do well to obſerve, that Worſhip is not termina- 
ted according to the Intention of the Perſons, but according to the Na- 
ture and Defign of the Worſhip; For the Heat heut, when they were urged, 
did ſtifly maintain, that the Spirits they worſhipped, were good in themſelves 
Defence, and kind to us, and utterly denied that they worſhipped any other, as 
2-518. Dr. St. hath ſhewed ; but notwithſtanding this, S. Paul doth charge them 
with the worſhipping of Devils and not of God. And the main Argument 
the Fathers had to prove them to be evil Spirits, was becauſe they recei- 
ved fuch Worſhip from Men, which good Spirits would never have done. 
This Obſervation is of neceſſary uſe for underſtanding both Scripture 
and Fathers, when they charge the Heathen Idolaters with worſhipping 
Devils and not Cod; as will appear by our following Diſcourſe. This 
place doth not therefore prove that the Gentiles did not intend to wor- 
ſhip the true God under the Title of Jupiter O. M. but that Idolatrous 
Worſhip doth not tend to the Honour of God, but to the ſervice of the 
Ri. P. Do not you remember, when at Lyſtra the Prieſt of Jupiter would 
Page 304, have offered Sacrifice to St. Paul as Mercury, and to Barnabas as Jove, 


305. in whoſe Shapes they ſuppoſed thoſe Gods to have appeared; St. Paul not only | 


forbad them to do it, but told them, their Defign was to convert them 
from thoſe vain Things to the Living God. And can you now think that 
St. Paul meant Jupiter by this Living God; when he taught them to con- 
vert themſelves from thoſe vain Things (their Falſe Gods) to the Living 
God; 1. e. to Jupiter? Was this his way to perſwade the Men of Lyſtra 
to leave the Worſhip of their Gods, to tell them that he came to teach them 
to worſhip Jupiter 2 | : 
P. O. Is there no Difference between theſe Two Queſtions 2 Whe- 
ther the True God might not be worſhipped among the Heathens , under 
the Title of Jupiter O. M.? And whether Jupiter of Crete, as worſhip- 


ped by them, was not a Falſe Cod? This latter Dr. St. never denied; 


and 


= £5 


bows, 


— 92 — 


— 


* 22 AR q ro — 


IVD OLATRY of th: Churchof Rome. 121 


_—_ 


ä - 


and the former was all he pleaded for, as pertinent to his Purpoſe, 
When they did make ſuch a Deſcription of him, as to his Power and 
Goodneſs, as could not agree to ſuch a Wretch as the Cretan Jupiter was 
deſcribed by the Poets; when they rejected the Poetical Fables, and 
declared as plainly as Men could do, that they underſtood the Supreme 


Governor of the World ; as Dr. St. hath at large ſhewed ; the Queſtion —_ | 
18, Whether 5 under the Name of Jove 7 they meant the True Go 4, or 44, Cc. 


not? But doth he ever ſo much as intimate, that Jupiter of Crete was 
not a Falſe God? Or, that S. Paul, and the Apoſtles, did not go about 
to convert Mankind from the Vanities of Idol-Worſhip, in the Sacrifices 
they made to this Jupiter and Mercury, as well as any other of their 
Inferior Deities? To make this Matter more clear, which concerns 
the Worſhip of Jupiter among the Heathent, we are to ob- 
ſerve, | 

I. That the Name was more ancient in Greece for an Object of Di- 
vine Worſhip, than Jupiter of Crete. If this can be made out, then 
although this Name might be applied to a particular Perſon, (as it was 
uſual in the Eaſtern Parts, to call their Princes by the Name of their 
Gods) yet originally it belonged to the Deity, and conſequently 
might {till be properly attributed to him; and under that Name they 
might well underſtand the Supreme God. For the proof of this, 1 
make uſe of an Obſervation of Pauſanias, and of others from him; 
viz. That Cecrops was the firſt who called the Supreme God Aiz, or 


Jove : Euſebius hath it Zivz. Hic primus omnium Jovem appellavit, 


Pauſan. in 
Arcad, 
Euſeb. 
Chron. 


faith Zſidore. It is well known, that Cecrops came out of Fgypt; from p. 28. 


whence Herodotus obſerves, the Greeks took the Names of their Gods : Lid. Orig. 


Cecrops lived in the time of Moſes , and before the Flood of Deucalion, fk FR 
faith Varro. It happen'd in his time, ſay Euſebius and S. Ferom , in Civ. Dei, 


which great part of Theſſaly and Greece were overwhelmed. But Fupi- 
ter of Crete, by whom Europa the Daughter of Agenor was taken, was 
the Fifth in Deſcent from Deucalion, according to Diodorus ; being the 
Son of Tectamus, the Son of Dorus, the Son of Hellen, the Son of 


18. C. 20. 


Deucalion. His proper Name, Diodorus faith, was Aſterius; whom 


Euſebius follou s. S. Auguſtin calls him Zanthus ; and Strabo, Zathus; 
whoſe Son Jon carried the Colonies of Greeks into the Twelve Cities of 
Ala, from him called 7ouza. From hence it appears, that the Name of 
Jupiter did not properly belong to him of Crete, but was aſſumed by 


him, when he affected Divine Honours. 


2. This Jupiter of Crete did obtain Divine Honour, under that Name, 
among the rude and barbarous Greeks. And this was the great Diſco- 
very made by Eubemerus, from the Inſcription in the Temple of Fupi- 
ter Triphylius, in Greece: From whence it appeared, that this Xing of 
Crete was a very buſy and active Prince, having great Command both 
at Sea and Land ; and was very ſucceſsful in Reducing the Barbarous 
People under Laws and Government, and in many uſeful Inventions 
for the Benefit of Human Life: Which made the People after his Death 
in Crete, beſtow the greateſt Divine Honours upon him, and worſhip 
him under the moſt Sacred Name. For it had been a Cuſtom long 
before, among the Greeks, to Deifie the moſt Uſeful Men: As St. Au- 
guſtin obſerves of Phegous, the Brother of Phoronevs ; of Apis, King 
of the Argives, who died in Fgypt ; of Argus, who had a Temple 


Lag 1. 1. 
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and Sacrifices allotted to him; of Phorbas, Faſus, Schenelus, who were 


alle inces among the Old Greeks. And therefore it was no won- 
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P. 304. 


Defence, "and kind to us, and utterly denied that they worl 


p. 518. 


. For we are his off-ſpring. If an r asked 5. Pant whoſe Off of 


then he that was meant under that Name was tf 


that was called by the Name of Jupiter to havE been 


not to God; and mill you make S. Paul 20 


ſpring doth Aratus ſay wejare ? God or the Devils ? I Jove meant by 


- Aratus was no other than an Arch. devil, how doth this prove us to bave 
; our Dependance on God for Life and Motion 2 If he were the true God 


then I grant it follows; and the Jupiter meant by Aratus muſt be the 
Supreme Cod. If Aratus doth give thè Name of Jupiter to the true God, 
* true God; and S. Paul 
ging this Sentence to prove a main point of Djvinity 9, pul allow hi 

true God: And 
if T. G. doth yield that the Poet did apply the Name of Jupiter to the 
true God, he gives up the Cauſe, fe that is all Which Dr. St. contends 
for : And ſurely it is not poſſible For. 7. G. to imagim the true God and 
an Arch-devil to be the ſame. And ſu ppoſing that Dr. St. had ſuch 4 


Faculty as he mentions, of changing the Devil himſelf info Cod; it ſeems 


much more deſirable, Fran that of J. G. of changing the true God into 
an Arch-devil. _ 1898 „ OTH 


R. P. But doth pot o Paul fay, that the Heathen 5 d/o 
P. D. S. A. doth not there ſpeak | 


8. | 'Defien; for 
to worſhip the true God, ad 9 Gn as inferior Dei. 


they 
ties; but hat their Worſhip was in Gods account ; which being fo abo- 


minably . — with Zdolatry and Suptr/tition, was ſo far from bei 


pleaſing to God, that it could be acceptable to none but impure Spirits, | 


From whence you may do well to obſerve, that Worſhip is not termina- 
ted according to the Intention of the Perſans, but according to the Na- 
ture and Defign of the Worſhip; For the Heat hent when they were urged, 
did ſtifly maintain, that the Spirits they wor ſhipped, wert en in themſelves 
pped any other, as 
Dr. St. hath ſhewed ; but notwithſtanding this, S. Pau doth charge them 


with che worſhi ipping of Devils and not of God. And the main Argument 


the Fathers had to prove them to be evi Spirits, was becauſe they recei- 
ved fuch Worſhip from Men, which good Spirits would never have done. 
This Obſervation is of -neceſſary —5 for underſtanding both Scripture 


and Fathers, when they charge 22 Heathen Idolaters with worſbipping 
Dedils and not Cod; 


A8 will appear L following  Difcourfe. This 
| place doth not therefore prove that the Geutiles did not intend to wor- 


ſhip \ the true God under the & Title of Jupiter 0. M. but that Idolatrous 


Worſhip doth not end to the Euer of God, but to the ſervice of the 
Devih.::.:. i PN ag oh bed Red are 
R. P. Do nat you r when at /Lyſtra the iel of Jupiter TIT 


Page zog, have offered Sacrifice to St. Paul as Mercury, and to Barnabas as Jove, 


305. 


in whoſe Shapes they ſup ee thoſe Gods to have appeared ; St. Paul not only 
- | forbad them to do it , bur told them, their Deſign was to convert them 


from thoſe vain Things to the Living Cod. Aud can you now think that 


St. Paul meant Jupiter by this Living God; when he taught them to con- 
vert themſelves from theſe 4 vain Things ( their Falſe Gods) to the Living 
God; i. e. to Jupiter > Was this hs way t0 perſwade the Men of 'Lyſtra 
to leave the Worſhip of their Gads, to tell them that he came to teach them 
ta worſhip Jupiter? 

P. D. Is there no Difference between theſe Two Queſtions 2 Whe- 
ther the 7rue God might not be worſhipped among the Heathens, under 
the Title of Jupiter O. M.? And whether Jupiter of Crete, as worlhip- 


ped by eng: was not a. Falſe God? This — Dr. St. never denied; 


and 
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and the former was all he pleaded for, as pertinent to his Purpoſe. 
When they did make ſuch a Deſeription of him, as to his Power and 

Goodneſs, as could not agree to ſuch a Wretch as the Cretan Jupiter was 

deſcribed by the Poets; when they rejected the Poetica! Fables; and 

declared as plainly as Men could do, that they underſtood the Supreme 2 

Governor of the World ; as Dr. St. hath at large ſnewed; the Queſtion Pets, 

is, Whether, under the Name of Fove , they meant the True God, or * i 
not? But doth he ever ſo much as intimate, that Jupiter of Crete was j 
not a Falſe God > Or, that S. Paul, and the Apoſtles, did not go about I 
to convert Mankind from the Vanities of Idol. Norſpip, in the Sacrifices 
they made to this Jupiter and Mercury, as well as any other of their 

Inferior Deities? To make this Matter more clear, which concerns 

the Worſhip of Jupiter among the Heathens, we are to ob- 

ſerve, Lb 1 

1. That the Name was more ancient in Greece for an Object of Di- 

vine Worſhip, than Jupiter of Crete. If this can be made out, then 


aud although this Name might be applied to a particular Perſon, (as it was 

8. uſual in the Eaſtern Parts, to call their Princes by the Name of their 

for Gods) yet originally it belonged to the Deity, and conſequently 

Jet might ſtill be properly attributed to him; and under that Name they 

bo- might well underſtand the Supreme God. For the proof of this, I 

ing make uſe of an Obſervation of Pauſanias, and of others from him; pay. in 
its. viz. That Cecrops was the firſt who called the Supreme God Aiz , or Arcad, 
m Jove : Euſebius hath it ]. Hic primus omnium Jovem appellavit, Cue, 
Va- faith Z{dore. It is well known, that Cecrops came out of Fgypt; from p. 28. 
&d, whence Herodotus obſerves, the Greeks took the Names of their Gods : mw Orig. 


Cecrops lived in the time of Moſes , and before the Flood of Deucalion, Aug. de 

faith Varro. It happen'd in his time, fay Euſebius and S. Ferom , in Civ. Dei, 

which great part of Theſſaly and Greece were overwhelmed. But Jupi- es 

ter of Crete, by whom Europa the Daughter of Agenor was taken, (wass 

the Fifth in Deſcent from Dexcalion, according to Diodorus; being the 

Son of Tectamus, the Son of Dorus, the Son of Hellen, the Son of 

Deucalion. His proper Name, Diodorus faith, was Afterius ; whom . 

Euſebius follows. S. Auguſtin calls him Zanthus ; and' Strabo, Zathus ; 

whoſe Son Jon carried the Colonies of Greeks into the Twelve Cities of 

Ala, from him called Jonia. From hence it appears, that the Name of 

Jupiter did not properly belong to him of Crete, but was aſſumed by 

him, when he affected Divine Honours, mn. . 

2. This Jupiter of Crete did obtain Divine Honour, under that Name, 

among the rude and barbarous Greets. And this was the great Diſco. 


very made by Eubemerus, from the Inſcription in the Temple of Fupi- Lad l. 1. 
ter Triphylius, in Greece: From whence it appeared, that this Fing of © '*- 
Crete was a very buſy and active Prince, having great Command both 

at Sea and Land; and was very ſucceſsful in Reducing the Barbarous 

People under Laws and Government, and in many uſeful Inventions + + 
for the Benefit of Human Life: Which made the People after his Death © 
in Crete, beſtow the greateſt Divine Honours upon him, and worſhip 2 
him under the moſt Sacred Name. For it had been à Cuſtom long 

before, among the Greeks, to Deifie the moſt C/eful Men: As St. Au- Bog os 
guſtin obſerves of Phegous, the Brother of Phoroneus ; of Apis, King 11856 .f. 
of the Argives, who died in Fgypt; of Argus, Who had a Femple 
and Sacrifices allotted to him; of Phorbas, Faſus, Schenelus, who were 

allde inces among the Old Greets. And therefore it was no won- 
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der ſuch People ſhould give Divine Worſhip to this Prince, who had 
brought them into ſo much Order, in compariſon of what they were 
in before. From henge we find him not only worſhipped in Crete, 
where he had ſeveral Titles from the Places where his Temples ſtood; 
as Idzus, Dilzus, Arbius, Aſius, Temillius, and Scillius, &c. but in 


. Greece , as Ithometes, Atabyrius, Triphylius, Olympius, Citharonius, &c, 


Rom. r. 
19. 


Defence, 
P. 11, 47. 


Def. from 
P. 1 r. to 
P. 23. 


and whereever the Colonies of Greets in Afa were, as at Tarſus, 
St. Paul's own Countrey : And he was called Sardeſius, from a City 
of Lycia ; Chryſoſoreus, from a Place in Caria ; Tarantæus, from a City 
in Bithynia; Dolichzus, from a City in Comagene; Abretanus, from a 
Place in Myſia; and Asbameus, from a Fountain in Cappadocia. Is this 
now any ſuch mighty Argument to prove, that Jupiter could not be 
taken for the Supreme God ; becauſe in Ly/ra, a City of Lycaonia, St. 
Paul and Barnabas refuſed the Worſhip the People would have given to 
them, as to Jupiter and Mercury? Among the Grecian Colonies , what 
wonder is it, if the Grecian Jupiter was worſhipped 2 And who ever 
ſaid, that he was nat a Falſe God? But, after all this, ſuppoſe they did 
mean the Great and Original Jupiter, the Maker of the World; had not 
St. Paul and Barnabas Reaſon to turn them from the Yanities of their 
Worſhip, when they found them ſo ready to give Divine Honours to 
Two Men whom they fancied to appear in the Likeneſs of their Got, 


by doing a ſudden and unexpected Miracle > And if it were lawful, 


by the Light of Nature, to give Divine Worſhip of an Inferior Degree 
to Mankind; what made the Apoſtles ſo concern'd, to run in among 
them, and to rent their Cloaths, and to cry out,We are men of like Paſſions 
with you. Therefore, all that Strain of T. Gs Rhetorick , whereby he 


endeavours to return Dr. Sr. s Arguments upon himſelf from this place, 


hath no manner of Strength or Pungency in it, 

But what faith T. G. to Dr. St. s other Argument from Scripture ? 
Viz. That St. Paul, to the Romans, doth ſay, That which is known 
of God, was manifeſt among the Heathens ; that his Eternal Power and God- 
head were ſo far diſcovered, that they were left without excuſe in their 
groſs Idolatry. How could this be, if their Supreme God, whom they 
worſhipped, were only an Arch. devil? Or doth 7. G. ſuppoſe, that 
they did own One True God, but gave all their Worſhip to the Devil? 
And ſince the Name of Jupiter was uſed to expreſs always the Chief 
God whom they did own, and by ſuch Characters as could only agree 


to the True God ; is it any ways likely, they ſhould never intend to 


worſhip him under that Name? When Dr. St. hath ſhewed from Dio 
Chryſoſtom , That by Jupiter they meant the firſt and greateſt God, the 
Supreme Governor of the World, and King over all Rational Beings. 

R. P. I do not find T. G. takes any Notice of the other Argument 
from Scripture ; but he applies himſelf to the Fathers, 


P. D. But what faith he to the Teſtimonies Dr. St. produced of the 


Writers of his own Church; a full Jury of them, who frankly ac- 


knowledge that the Heathens did own and worſhip One Supreme 


God? 8 | Ph 
P. D. I ſuppoſe he thought none of the reſt worth anſwering : But 


he finds great fault with the Teſtimony of Aquinas. 


have this paſs for an Anſwer to them all. 


R. P. This is a rare way of anſwering. Dr. St. produced Twelve 


ſeveral Authors, of good Reputation : 7. G. takes no notice of Eleven 
of them; and becauſe he makes ſome Cavils at the Twelith, he would 
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not to examine the reſt. N Wenn 

| P. D. Why ſo-2 (Its poſſible a Many A H ot Inadverten- 

. cy, or as I. 6,-expreſſeth- it, through u taſual Cad of the V3ſuat © 4 
0 Rays, may for once miſtake; but doth it follow, that he e >; FS 
for Twelve times together? But I have not yet bound an Cauſe fr 
: theſe Clamours; and I ſuppoſe there may be as little as to th Teſt cn s 
7 mony. : I pray tell me Where lies it? NSN EF \. + e ol : 

7 N. P. J. G. males a great, many — prog rants but the ort 

2 the Charge is this: That what: Aqhina gr ap of the Philoſophers, Dial from ® 
$ viz, the Platonicks, 2 One Supreme. God. om Aue . 3 
0 they ſaid, all thoſe others (whom rhey catled Bed. aid: . — their 

. Being 4 Dr. St. interprets, as” ſpon" of the *Generality of the Ein. 

0 tlens; who are dere te 4 10 acknowledge a ne of Gods," ' properly } 1 


t called, © ER Site acti RI ET 
. D, Tknoyy.not whether co expreſs greater Cham. as Indig gnatioti, 


1 at this diſingenvous Dealing. There needs no oct daten bur — 
t down Afuisas Words, and to leave the Resder t conftrue them. 
5 Hac autem veritate repelluntur "Gentiles. Deorum mattitudinem 'confiratites, c. Gentes ## 


5 | y __—_ plures eorum unum Deum fummum_ eſſe dicerent, 2: quo beg WIS 1, 1. c. 43. 


1 quos Deos nominabant , creatin elſe aſſercbant., &. Can any thing Be | 
C- po from theſe Words, than that thoſe Gentiles are refuted; Wo 7 
na | held a Multitude of Independent Deities j-although' the greater Number : 
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1 where is there one Word of Platoniſti or 8 in tlie whole Sem. I 
le tence 2) y 0's | knowledge "One Supreme God, of whom all ws : F 
e. called Gods, "did receive their Be What.'c m | | 
; theſe Words; than that hoo ſome among. might 
2 hald a Multitude of Independent Deities,” yet the greater Numder did 
* not? The ſingle Queſtion bere is, Whether — doch 15 
FI ſignifie the greater Number of Gentiles: , of: the Small Namber of Pla. 
ir zniſts; who are not once mentioned? But bandes this; Dr: Sr. pro- 
y duces; another Teſtimony out of the fame Boot of Kin; * Te 
at he makes Three ſeveral Schemes ofthe Heathen Wurſhip: V Do” 
J? Of thoſe whe held One Firſt: 8 but thought Divine Wor nts 
ef Rs be given to Inferior Beings. ( Of thöſe who ſuppoſed GG 
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to ted Images. If the other Had been the General < inion of the Hes 
io then, he would have ranked it in the firſt place; diz. of 'thoſs wes 
he gave Divine Worſnip to many Independent Deities but hie derh not 
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der ſuch People ſhould give Divine Worſhip to this Prince, who had 
brought them into ſo much Order , in compariſon of what they were 
in before. From henge we find him not only worſhipped in Crete, 
where he had ſeveral Titles from the Places where his Temples ſtood ; 
as Idæus, Dictæus, Arbius, Aſius, Temillius, and Scillius, &c. but in 


. Greece , as Ithometes, Atabyrius, Triphylius, Olympius, Cithæronius, &c, 


and whereever the Colonies of Greeks in Aa were, as at Tarſus, 
St. Paul's own Countrey : And he was called Sardeſius, from a City 
of Lycia ; Chryſoſoreus, from a Place in Carza ; Tarantæus, from a City 
in Bithynia; Dolichæus, from a City in Comagene; Abretanus, from a 
Place in Myſia; and Asbamens, from a Fountain in Cappadocia. Is this 
now any ſuch mighty Argument to prove, that Jupiter could not be 
taken for the Supreme God ; becauſe in Lyra, a City of Lycaonia, St, 
Paul and Barnabas refuſed the Worſhip the People would have given to 
them, as to Jupiter and Mercury > Among the Grecian Colonies , what 
wonder is it, if the Grecian Jupiter was worſhipped 2 And who ever 


ſaid, that he was nat a Falſe God? But, after all this, ſuppoſe they did 


mean the Great and Original Jupiter, the Maker of the World; had not 
St. Paul and Barnabas Reaſon to turn them from the Yanities of their 
Worſhip, when they found them ſo ready to give Divine Honours to 


Two Men whom they fancied to appear in the Likeneſs of their Gods, 


Rom. r. 
19. 


Defence, 
P. 11, 47. 


Def. from 


P. Ir. to 
P. 32. 


by doing a ſudden and unexpected Miracle? And if it were lawful, 
by the Light of Nature, to give Divine Worſhip of an Inferior Degree 
to Mankind; what made the Apoſtles ſo concern'd, to run in among 
them, and to rent their Cloaths, and to cry out,We are men of like Paſſions 
with you. Therefore, all that Strain of T. Gs Rhetorick , whereby he 


endeavours to return Dr. St. s Arguments upon himſelf from this place, 


hath no manner of Strength or Pungency in it, 
But what faith T. G. to Dr. St. s other Argument from Scripture ? 


Viz. That St. Paul, to the Romans, doth ſay, That which is known 


of God, was manifeſt among the Heathens ; that his Eternal Power and God- 
head were ſo far diſcovered, that they were left without excuſe in their 
groſs Idolatry. How could this be, if their Supreme God, whom they 
worſhipped, were only an Arch-devil2 Or doth 7. G. ſuppoſe, that 
they did own One True God, but gave all their Worſhip to the Devil! 
And ſince the Name of Jupiter was uſed to expreſs always the Chief 
God whom they did own, and by ſuch Characters as could only agree 
to the True God; is it any ways likely, they ſhould never intend to 
worſhip him under that Name? When Dr. Sz. hath ſhewed from Dio 
Chryſoſtom , That by Jupiter they meant the firſt and greateſt God, the 
Supreme Governor of the World, and King over all Rational Beings. 


R. P. I do not find T. G. takes any Notice of the other Argument 


from Scripture; but he applies himſelf to the Fathers. 


P. D. But what faith he to the Teſtimonies Dr. St. produced of the 


Writers of his own Church; a full Jury of them, who frankly ac- 
knowledge that the Heathens did own and worſhip One Supreme 
God ? | | 1 

P. D. I ſuppoſe he thought none of the reſt worth anſwering: But 


he finds great fault with the Teſtimony of Aquinas. 


R. P. This is a rare way of anſwering. Dr. St. produced Twelve 


ſeveral Authors, of good Reputation - 7. G. takes no notice of Eleven 


of them; and becauſe he makes ſome Cavils at the Twelith, he would 
have this paſs for an Anſwer to them all. _ 
f N. E. aut 
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ſo much in that, that we rieed 

not to examine the reſt. F OO ITTTE 
p. D. Why ſo o It is poſſible a Man, through Haſte or Inadverten- 
cy, or as 7. G. expreſſeth it, through a caſual Undalation of the Viſual 
Rays, may for once miſtake 3, but doth it follow, that he muſt do it | 
for Twelve times together? But I have not yet found any Cauſe for a 
theſe Clamours ; and I ſuppoſe there may be as little as to this Teſti: 
mony : I pray tell me, where lies it: 
R. P. 7. G. makes a great many Words about it; but the ſho 


. ww © Wu * 


rt of 

the Charge is this: That what: Aquinas ſpoke of. ſome of the Philoſophers, Dial from 
viz, the Platonicks, who acknowledged One Supreme God; from whom, p. _ 
they ſaid, all thoſe others (whom they called Gorls) did receive their 

Being; Dr. St. interprets, as ſpoken' of the Generality of the MHea- 

thens; who are there ſaid: to acknowledge a Multitude of Gods, ' properly =o 
called. Ao | | 3 N NY DTT TOS nen ny * 

P. D. I know not whether to expreſs greater Shame or Indignation, 

at this diſingenuous Dealing. There needs no other Anſwer, but to ſet 

down Aquinas's Words, and to leave the Reader to conſtrue them. 

Hac autem veritate repelluntur Gentiles Deorum multitudinem confftentes, (antes 
quamVis plures eorum unum Deum ſummum ; eſſe dicerent \ 2 quo omnes' altos I. I, c. ae 
quos Deos nominabant , creates elſe aſſerebant , & c. Can any thing be 

plainer from theſe Words, than that thoſe Gentiles are refuted, who / 

held a Multitude of Independent Deities ; although the greater Number 

of thew (Of whom 2 Is it not of the Heathens he ſpake of before? And 

where is there one Word of Platoniſts or Philoſophers, in the whole Sen- 

tence ? ) do. acknowledge One Supreme God, of whom all others whom they 

called Gods, did receive their Being. What can be more evident from 

theſe Words; than that although ſome among the :Heathens might 

hold a Multitude of Independent Deities, yet the greater Number did 

not? The ſingle Queſtion here is, Whether Plares Gentilium doth 

ſigniſie the greater Number of Gentiles, or the Small Namber of Pla- 


_ toniſts, who are not once mentioned 2 But befides this, Dr. Sr. pro- 


duces another Teſtimony out of the ſame Book of 4quinas'; *W 

he makes Three ſeveral Schemes of the Heathen Worſhip': Via. (1. 
Of thoſe who held One Firſt Principle; but thought Divine Worſhip 
might be given to Inferior Beings. (2.) Of rhoſe who ſuppoſed God 
to be the Soul of the World. (3.) Of thote who worſhipped Anima- 
ted Images. If the other had been the General Opinion of the Hea- 
then, he would have ranked it in the firſt place; wiz. of thoſe Who 


gave Divine Worſhip: to many Independent Deities; but he doth not 


ſo much as mention it, where it had been very proper to do it. And 

it is plain from this Teſtimony of Aguinas, that it is Tdolatry to 

give Divine Worſhip to any Creatures, although of never ſo grew = 

Excellency. 7 W! OY 

EK. P. Let us come to the Fathers; I beſeech-you ;, for my Fingers 

itch to be at them: For I fee, 7. G. hath taken more than ordinary 

Pains to prove, That the Fathers make the Heat hens Supreme God to le 

an Arch devil. But it is neceſſary in the firſt place to ſtate the Queſti- 

on argue 5 bs ee eee, 

RN. P. T. 6. hath taken ſome. painz to doit, to proverit miſunder- 

ſtanding. For he takes notice of Four ſeveral Queſtionꝭ Mhieh may re- 

late to this Matter. (I.) Whether the Heathens did not abe dg one Dial p. 
DUR | 8 — Supreme 
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p. 3 16, &. 


Supreme God? hies he yields, and produces ſeveral Teſtimonies 4 the Fa. 
thers to that purpoſe. (2.) Whether the Heathens did not pretend that they 


underſtood this Supreme God by Jupiter, and accordingly gave him the Titles 


due to the Supreme God? This T. G. denies not, to be fully proved by Dr. St., 
But he faith all theſe Teſtimonies are impertinent. (3.) Whether the Fa- 


thers do not acknowledge that this was pretended by the Heathens ? Thy T. 


e. 318. 


Def. p. 5. 


G. accounts impertinent too For, faith he, they might cite ſome Sayings of 


the Heathen to that purpoſe, and yet be of a contrary Fudgment themſelves, 
But the Point in debate between the Dr. and T. G. is this; (4) Whether 
it were the Fathers own ſenſe that Jupiter was the Supreme God 2 © 

P. D. I pray tell tell me for what end were the Fathers appealed to 
in this diſpute. about the nature of Tdolatry 2 Was it not to prove dola- 
try conſiſtent with the Acknowledgement of one Supreme God e For 
doth not Dr. Sz. propoſe ſeveral ways for the Proof of this concerning 
the Heathens, either the Teſtimony of the Heathens themſelves ; or of 
the Writers of the Roman Church, or of the Scriptures,or of thoſe Fathers who 
diſputed againſt their/do/atry, or of the Roman Church it ſelf? Therefore the 


Fat bers were appealed to as Witneſſes concerning this main Point; and 


_ tfitappear from them that it was/do/atryin theHeathens to own aSupreme 
_ Deity,and to give Divine Worſhip to any created Being; then theNotion of 


Idolatry will reach to the Roman Church. But 7. G. endeavours to get 
oft from the cloſe Debate of this, which was the molt pertinent of all, 
and would fain ſubſtitute another Queſtion in the place of it, which was 
put a ſecondary and accidental diſpute occaſioned by T. G.'s ſaying that 
the Heathens Supreme God was an Arch-devil. Although Dr. Sr. hath 


proved that was not agreeable to the general ſenſe of the Fathers, yet 


Defence, 
P 9 Fo 


Defence, 
P. 69, Cc. 


Dial. p. 
398. 


any one may ſee that quite through his Diſcourſe his chief aim was at 
Tron the Nature of | /Zolatry according to the Senſe of the Fathers. 
From Fuſtin Martyr he ſhews that the Queſtion between the Chriſtians 
and Heathens was not about one Supreme God, which he acknowledges 
to be owned by them ; but whether Divine Worſhip ought in general 
to be given to any Creature, and in particular to the Heathen Gods? 
And he lays the force of the Chriſtian Doctrine as to Worſhip, upon that 
peremptory Declaration of the Will of God; Thou ſhalt worſhip the 
Lord thy God, and him only ſhalt thou ſerve. The ſame he ſhews as to 
Athenagoras, Clemens Alexandrinus, Origen, Cyril, and all the Fathers 


who managed the Diſpute againſt the Heat hen Idolatry. Is it imperti- 


nent to the right ſtating the Nature of 7dplatry, to conſider whether 


they who charged the Heathens with it, did at the ſame time confeſs 


they owned One Supreme God? Doth not 7. G. himſelf grant that it is ve- 
ry material towards the right Underſtanding the Nature of '/dolatry to 
conſider what was the defign of the Fathers to charge them with Idolatry 
zn? Whether in worſhipping the Creature and not the Creator with Divine 
Worſhip ; or in worſhipping more Gods than one properly ſo called ; (which 
he ſeems to fix the Heathen Tdolatry upon) or in giving the ſame Mor- 
ſhip to God and his Creatures (which Dr. St. aſſerts.) Which Notion ſoe- 
ver of theſe be true, it cannot be ſaid to be impertinent for Dr. St. to 
prove his Notion to be the Senſe of the Fathers. And if the-Heathens 
did acknowledge One Supreme God, as 7. G. grants, and the Fathers do 
allow this in their Diſputes of 7dolatry ; which T. G. cannot deny; then 
the Queſtion comes to this, whether they charged them with Idolatry 
only for neglecting to worſhip the Supreme God which they owned; or in 
holding one Supreme aud many Supremes at the ſame time? For if they be. 


lieved 


* 
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lieved one Supreme God, as T. 6. grants, and yet held mavy independent. 
Deities which they worſhipped as ſuch, they muſt hold one Supreme 


and yet many; for every independent Deity muſt be Supreme. I wonder 


therefore if 7. G. deſigned to debate this matter fairly, why he ſhould 
account the other Queſtions impertinent ; and account that the only 
Point in debate, Whether according to the'Seyſe of the Fathers, Fupiter 
was the Supreme God ? e bn 4 22 | 
R. P. Do nat you remember how Dr. St. inſulted over him as to the 
Senſe of the Fathers in this Matter; and had he not Reaſon then to ſpeak 
to this Point 2 | . EN | WY 5 7 INT 
P. D. I allow him all the Liberty he can deſire, provided he do not 
reject the main Evidence as to the Cauſe of Idolatry to be impertinent; 
which he would cut off by this Trick, that they do not refer to liis 
Queſtion about Jupiter. But ſince you have ſuch a mind to tell me 
the Senſe of the Fathers in this Matter, let us hear and conſider them 
in orden 3 ns 5 | 
R. P. T. G. begins as Pr. St. doth with Juſtin Martyr : and he ſhews 
from him, that the Devils appearing in human Shapes were the firſt begin- 
ners of Idolatry, the People taking them for Gods, and worſhipped their 
Images. | 


< 
— 1 


* 


very Opinion of Juſtin Marr. : 
R. P. But he makes Jupiter to have been one of theſe Devils in his firſt 
Apology, Where he faith, the Poets and Mythologiſts not knowing that the 


Angels and Demons begotten by them had been the Authors of the infamous 


Practices he there ſpeaks of, attributed them to God himſelf, and to the Sons 
begotten by him, and to thoſe who are called his Brethren,Neptune and Pluto. 
P. D. What follows from hence, I beſeech you > ' 2? 

R. P. That according to the Senſe of Juſtin Martyr, Jupiter the Supreme. 
Grd vat a Bevih Fo nh ET a ED 3 "His 
P. D. That ſhould be better proved; For how doth it follow from 
Juſtin's Words? That which Juſtin ſaith is, that what he attributes to 
Devils, the Poets attribute to God himſelf, and his Sons: And what then: 
It thence follows that Juſtin thought they attributed very unworthy 
things to God, but not that he thought him to be a Devil. For doth not 
the ſame Author prove that their, Poets as well as Phzloſophers did own 
One Supreme God, and that Homer calls him Emphatically, ©: eu, 
which is the very Expreſſion Juſtin uſeth in this place, ec 2v7v 77» Oel; 


and by that, he faith, is meant the craly exiſtent Deity, whom he calls 


Ss. Gs 
Dy re Core Oc ly, | 


R. P. But Juſtin ſaith, the Devils were the Cauſes of Idolatry, and the 
Poets ſay the true God was the Cauſe ; therefore according to Juſtin Martyr 
their m D / in 0 ood he PE 

P. D. Which is juſt like this kind of Reaſoriing. The Poets and My- 
thologiſts of the Roman Church attribute the Miracles wrought by Ana- 
ges to the true God; others ſay, they are wrought by the Power of the 
Devil; therefore they make the Papiſts God to be a Devil. Which is 


_ altogether as true Reaſoning as the former. For Juſtin ſaith, he believes 


Lablatry to have come from the Devils; the Poets they ſay it came from Cod. 
And although he quotes this Opinion of theirs, it doth not follow that 
he thought their God to be a Devil; but that they attributed thoſe 


Things to God, which did come from the Devil. So much for the firſt 


Teſtimony, let us come to the next; and if the reſt prove Hike it, not- 
| m2 Withſtanding 
80 * 
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P. D. This is no great diſcovery to Dr. $7. for he takes notice of this Defence, 
* | . 29. 
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Fig 7. C. s fluttering, all his Fathers will be but a Covie of one 
II. SE 1 0 e . 
Defence, R. P. The next is Athenagoras, who ee from what the Poets and 
P. 288 Hiſtorians relate concerning the Heathen Gods, that there was nothing that 
might induce us to believe Saturn, Jupiter, Proſerpine, and the reſt of them 
to be Gods, but rather that they were Men, and by their Actions Devils ; Aud 
_ that Jupiter according to the Interpretation of the Philoſophers was ng 
3 God. - t PS 4 „„ 
| Pe. D. Is not this, the ſame Athenagoras who ſaid, that the generality 
f Mankind were agreed in this, whether they would or no, that there wa 
but One God ? And who proves this from the Teſtimony of the Heathen 
Poets and Philoſophers , and that with the very Name of Fupiter 
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Doth At henagoras yield this to be a good Prodf concerning One True 
God, and yet deny the true God to be meant by Jupiter? No; but we 

muſt conſider a Threefold Senſe of Jupiter among the Fathers. # 
7 (1.) The Original Jupiter, the Father of Gods aud Men among the Po- 

_ ets, the Supreme Mind age Governor of the World among the Philoſophers ; 

rhe One God confeſſed by all Mankind ; whom Athenagoras mentions 

under that Name, in the Verſes of Euripides. And it Athenagoras took 

this Jupiter for a Devil, he doth not prove any thing to his Purpoſe 

from thoſe Teſtimonies of the Poets and Philoſophers : For his Delign 
was to vindicate the Chriſtiaus in holding the Unzzy of the Godhead, which 

I deſire 7. G. to obſerve ; Tow accuſe us, ſaith Athenageras, becauſe we re- 
jed your popular Gods, and aſſert One God; yet faith he, you condemn not 
your Poets and Philoſophers who applied themſelves moſt. to the Conſiderati- 
on of Things, and agree with us in the Unity of the Godhead. What force 
were there in this Argument, if the God they owned were not the 7rue 
God, but an Arch-devil 2 How could the Chriſtians plead the Conſent of 
the Wiſer Hleathens with them, if they owned a Cevil inſtead of the 
true God ? Suppoſe any loyal Subjects in the late: Times had been accu- 
ſed as Enemies to the Government, would it have paſſed for any Vindi- 
cation of them to have pleaded that they owned C. C. who was a ſingle 
Perſon, as well as our lawful King > It is true, they both agreed in a 
ſingle Perſon, but the Rights of thoſe Two; ſingle Perſons were ſo op- 
polite to each other, that the ſame Men could not be. Friends to both, 

or both be faid to own the ſame Monarchy. But when the Chriſtians 
pleaded the Conſent of the Feathers, it was not meerly to purge them- 
ſelves from Atheiſm ; but to ſhew that the wiſeſt Heathens were of their 


| 0) 
| Dial. p. Mind; As 7. G. confeſſeth, the Fathers appealed to the Teftimony of the G 
| 312» 313, Conſciences of Men to this purpoſe, as giving Evidence for Chriſtians,( mark ti 
| 1 that.) What Evidence was this for CHriſtians, unleſs it were not only for T 
| One God, but for the True God? For they who did own One God, who t! 
was ſo far from being the true, that in the Fathers Judgment, he was th 
the greateſt Enemy to him in the World, viz. an Arch-devil ; theſe were h 

| far from giving Teſtimony to the Chriſtians; as who. would ſay, that f 
| the Indians who worſhip the Devil, do give Teſtimony to the True p 
| God 2 If therefore it was the Arch-devzl, as J. G. faith, whom the Poets F 
and Philoſophers according to the Fathers, did give Teſtimony to, in- p 

ſtead of producing their Evidence. as they did on all Occaſions, they 1 


3 ought 
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ought to have rejected it with Scorn and Indignation. For what Con- 
ſent could there be between God and the Devil? If the Fathers thought 
they owned one ſupreme Devil, and yet produced their Teſtimonies to 
juſtify their Belief of One True God, it would have been juſt as if the 
King's Subjects ſhould have ſaid to O. C's Friends; why are you angry 
with us, for not ſubmitting to his Government, ſince P. and H. and P. 
and the reſt, own a fangle Perſon as well as we? True, would they have 


aid, but our Difference is the more irreconcileable, for you are for one 


ſingle Perſon and we for another ; and their Intereſts can never be uni- 
ted, there being a Competition between them for the ſame Power. 
Thus when At henagoras and the reſt of the Fathers produce the Teſtimo- 
nies of Euripides, Sophocles, Plato, Ariſtotle, &. tõ ſhew their Con- 
ſent with the Chriſtians in the Acknowledgment of One Supreme God; 
we will ſuppoſe the Emperor Antoninus to whom Athenagoras addreſſed 
himſelf, to ask him this Queſtion, You produce their "Teſtimonies to 
prove their Conſent with you as to One Supreme God ; do you mean the 
ſame God ; or an Uſurper and an Arch-devil 2 If you think it was not 
the ſame, but his utter Enemy, What Madneſs is it to produce thoſe 
who owned him whom you account the greateſt Uſurper, to prove 
2 Conſent with you, who pretend to diſcover his Uſurpation, and do 
cry out upon him as the greateſt Enemy to God and Mankind? If you 
think they meant zhe ſame God with you, who is the Lord and Governor 
of the World, we cannot deny the Force of your Allegations, and judge 
it unreaſonable to condemn you for that Doctrine, which the wiſeit 
among our ſelves did own. Since therefore T. G. conleſſeth 
that the Heathens did own One Supreme God, and that under the Name 
*of Jupiter, and that the Fathers do produce many Teſtimonies of theirs 
to that purpoſe ; and that, as it appears, to ſhew their Conſent with 
Chriſtians as to the Unity of the Godhead, as Athenagoras faith expreſly; 
what can follow more naturally from hence, than that the Fathers did 
look upon that Jupiter whom they owned to be the One Supreme God, to 
be the ſame True God, whom the Chriſtians worſhipped ? And when 
Athenagoras produced the Teſtimony of Plato concerning the Maker and 
Father of the Univerſe , he immediately adds, tv Ti 2yarvnrey x i- 
Ny ry Oc underſtanding thereby one unbegotten and eternal God. 
Was this meant by Athenagoras of the True Cad, or of the Arch-devil ? 
And from hence he argues thus; If Plato's Opinion were not Impious or 


Atheiſtical, neither is ours who hold the ſame God who made the World. 


What Force is there in this Arguing, if Athenagoras did not look on Pla- 


605 God and the Chriſtians to be the ſame? And in another place ſpeak- * P. 
ing of Plato's Saying concerning Jupiter, that he rides firſt in Heaven up- 


on his winged Chariot, ordering and diſpoſing all Things ; and an Army of 
Gods and Demons follows him; he ſubjoyns this Caution, that this is not 
to be underſtood of Jupiter the Son of Saturn ; but that this Name belongs 
to the Maker of all Things. Can there be a plainer Teſtimony than this, 
that there was a more ancient and greater Jupiter than the Son of Sa- 
turn, and he no leſs than the Maker of the World? When Athenagoras 
himſelf makes this Diſtinction, and owns that the Name of Fupiter be- 
longs to the Maker of all Things, is it poſſible to think that by this J- 
piter, Athenagoras did not mean the Supreme God but an Arch.: devil? But 
he goes on and faith, that Plato added the word Great to Jupiter on pur- 
poſe to diſtinguiſh the Celeſtial Jupiter from the Terreſtrial, aud him that 


was unbegotten, from him that was begotten ; and not culy Junior to the Ilea- 


Ven 
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ven and Earth, But to the Cretans who ſtole him away to prevent his be ng 
killed by his Father. | 
Cu.) The Poetical Jupiter. Of him Athenagoras ſpeaks, when he 
joyns him with Saturn and Proſerpina. Where he. mentions the Poeti. 
cal Theology; and he faith, That Orpheus, Homer, and Heſiod, were 
not much inferior in Age to the Gods they deſcribe, as to their Genealogjes, 
Shapes, Aftions and Paſſions ; which he ſhews at large to be unworthy 
of. any who are called Gods, Towards the latter end of his Apology, he 
gives the true Account of theſe Things, viz. that thoſe whom they wor. 
ſhipped for Gods had formerly been Men of Intereſt and Power , and either 
through Fear or Flattery had Divine Worſhip given to them ; and particy- 
larly of Jupiter, h&#proves from Callimachus, that he was born in Crete, 
although the Poet will by no means allow that he died and had a Sepulchre 
there. From hence he ſhews, that under the Names of Deified Men the 
evil Spirits did aſſume the Divine Worſhip which was given to themſelves 
which he proves from the cruel and impure ' Attions which they did put 
Men upon. He ſhews, that the Image of Neryllinus who lived in their 
time did give Anſwers to thoſe who conſulted it; and ſo did that of Proteus, 
or Lucian's Peregrinus, who caſt himfelf into the Fire at Olympia ; ſince 
therefore the Images themſelves could not do theſe things, nor thoſe 
whoſe Images they were, he concludes they were Evil Spirits who were 
buſy about thoſe Images, and wrought upon the Imaginations of thoſe 
who came to conſult them. And who denies that theſe were Evil Spi- 
rits which drew Men to Iaolatry, and encouraged them in it, as Athe- 
nagoras obſerves, who under the Names of great Men did aſſume Divine 
Worſhip to themſelves 2 And in this Senfe Dr. St. never denied that 72. 
piter of Crete was a falſe God, and the Devil under his Name drew Men 
to the Practice of groſs Idolat x. | 

63.) The Allegorical Jupiter. For Athenagoras faith, that the Poetical 
Fables were ſo filthy and baſe, that the Philoſophers had no other way, but 
to turn them into Allegories; and to interpret them Phyfically of the Nature 
and Mixture of the Elements. And thus according to Empedocles, Jupiter 
was Fire, Juno Earth, Pluto Air, Neſtis Water. However, faith Athe- 
nagoras, theſe are but Elements, and Parts of Matter, and therefore cannot 
be Gods nor deſerve Divine Worſhip. The Stoicks made Jupiter to be Fire, 
Juno Air, Neptune Water. Others made one part of Air to be Jupiter, 
and another Juno: However they cooked and dreſſed their Allegories, 
they were but Pork ſtill ; it could ariſe no higher than a Worſhip ot the 
Elements inſtead of God. And now let any one judge how ſufficiently 
T. G. hath proved from Athexagotas , that the Supreme God of the Hea- 
thens was an Arch-devil. I pray proceed to your next. 
EK. P. Theophilus Antiochenus ſaith, that neither the Mother of the Gods, 

nor her Children are Gods, but Idols, the Works of Men's Hands, and moſt 
impure Devils: Which T. G. faith, was cited by him in the ſame Page with 
Origen before, although Dr. St. makes ſo much ſport with him about crying 
out the Fathers, when he named, he ſaith, only Origen. 

P. D. And was not this true? Doth T. G. name any more than Ori- 
gen to prove that Jupiter according to the Fathers was an Arch-devi! ? 
Look the place and you will find it punctually true. I grant he menti- 
ons Theophilus Antiochenus in the ſame Page; but to what purpole ? 
Not to prove the Supreme God an Arch devil; but the inferior Deities to 


349, 7 be inferior Devils: Which was a thing never denied by Dr. Sr.; and there- 


fore this Teſtimony ſignifies as little now, as it did before. g 
| n 


and gave ſuch Characters and Deſcriptions of him as could gg 


we know them to be Devils. | 


Romans with full Bellies, and wallowing, in all kind of Luxury, diet offer 
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R. P. But you will ist fo eaſily reconcile Tertilian'sTeftiminies with b 
Dr. St.'s' abominable pretence, as F. G. calls it, that the God of the Romans Dial p. 
was the true Coll. 8 4 N ** Nn N Wi. : <a w.' POIs F 990 
P. D. It is one thing to ſay, be God of the Romans wa, the true Go, 
and another to ſay, they did worſhip the True God under tb Title of Jupi! 
ter O. M. For the former may imply that they had no other Gods het 
ſides him to whom they gave Divine Worſhip ; which 1 dare ſay neber 
came into Dr Sts Head. But all that he aſſerted was; that the Romans 
did own and worſhip' the Supreme God under the Titles of Jupiter OM,” 


2 


none but the Lord and Governor of the Mord: Which he prove hm 
many Teſtimonies of Cicero, Seneca, and others the graveſt of the Ro.. 
man Writers. And what doth Tertulliun ſay, to take. off theſe Teſtimo- 
mies den TITS 2: „„ $I : 
R. P. Firſt, he ſaith, we are not ignorant that thoſe who act and are Tertul de 1 
pleaſed and counterfeit a Divinity under thoſe Names ( of dead Men) and 7 ect. c. i0 4 
conſecrated Statues, are wicked Spirits, i. e. D eviii. 8 
P. D. And what then I beſeech you? Was Jupiter O. M. one of theſe * 
dead Men? if not, to what purpoſe is this 7. eſtimomy brought; unleſs a4 -- . 
be as Countrey People ſay for want of a better? ?: , 


* 


* "©. þ 
Pe, ; 


. 55 8. | 
R. P. Not ſo, for he ſaith elſewhere, We worſhip one God whom ye all Ad Scap.. 
tum by the Light of Nature: At for the reſt whom you think to be Gods, © * 


P. D. Admirable.! who can ſtand before ſuch Detnonſtrations > Ter. 
tuljan here grants they all knew the True God, therefore the Suprenis 
God of the Romans was a Devil. He might as well have brought ano- 
ther Teſtimony out of the Book de ſpectaculir; No Mas can be ignorant Pe beg. 
of that which Nature ſuggeſts, that God is the Maker of the World; Were <. +. N 
the Romans ignorant of that which Tertullian ſaith, u. Man could be ig- 
norant of > And when they made uſe of the moſt proper Epithets of Good 
and Great to deſcribe and worſhip him by, is it probable they ſhould 
not underſtand him? Or that Tertullian ſhould think their Supreme God 
was an Arch. devil 3 when he ſaith in the Words cited by T. G. he Was 
the ſame God whom the Chriſtians worſhipped ꝰ Doth 7. G. conſider what 
he writes > when he puts down this for a Teſtimony againſt Dr. St. Ve 
worſhip one God whom ye all know' by the Light of Narure. Doth it not 
hence follow, that the God whom the Gentiles knew, was the ſame whom 
the Chriſtians worſhipped ? and he was not certainly an Arch- devil. 1 
pray judge, whoſe Pretence is the more ahominable upon his own Teſti- 0 
monies. „ . hy Als 7 boy's he lb off PERM 

R. P. For all this, Tertullian ſhews, that Jupiter worſhipped in the Ca- 
pitol was not the true God. For peating of the Supplications the Hea- 
theus made there, he ſaith, they were averſe both from God and Hea- os 


P. D.. And had he not great Reaſon to ſay ſo, when he faith, The 


2 
5 


p their Sacrifices to obtain Rain, and thought to have it drop down from the 
Capitol upon them, if the People went barefoot thither » Both not God 
himſelf tell the eus they were far from bim, when they ſeemed moſt 
to draw nigh unto him? i.e. their Sacrifices and Oblations ſignified nothing, 
while they continued in their Sins. T ſhould not ſtick to fay that in- 
temperate and wicked Men are averſe both from God and Heaven, though 
they walk Barefoot, and * richeſt Preſents to the true God: 

\ . 
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from God and Heaven. 


But how doth this prove they did not intend. tõ worſfip the true G04 
there? Although withal, their Worſhip, even in the Capitol, was Ido. 
lat rous Worſhip ; both as to the Image of Jupiter, and the Conj unction 
of their Gods with him; therefore whatever their Intention was as to the 
Worſhip of Jupiter O. M. their Supplications might well be diſpleaſing to 
the True God; and on that account they might be ſaid to be averſe 

R. P. I have another Teſtimony of Tertullian ſtill good; which if ! 
miſtake not will put you hard to it. It is in his Apologetick. We are 
eſteemed not to be Romans but injurious to them, becauſe we do not worſhip 
the God of the Romans. Tis well he is the God of all, whether we will or 
no. But among you it is lawful to worſhip any thing but the true God; as 


i he were not the great God of all, whoſe we are all. What could be ſaid 


more expreſs to remove that abominable Pretence of the Doctors, that the 
God of the Romans was the true God 2 7, I 

P. D. I ſee no Reaſon in the World for your accounting theDoQor's 
Pretence abominable, unleſs he juſtified the way of Worſhip then uſed, 


which he confeſſeth to be abominable both in the old Romans and others 


Apolog. 
C. 16. 


who too much imitate their /zo/arries. Obſerve, that Tertullian ſpeaks 
of their Worſhip, which being 7dolatrous, the Chriſtians had juſt Reaſon 
to refuſe joyning with the Romans in it. From hence they were accuſed 
for worſhipping another God from him whom the Romans worſhipped ; 
and 7ertullian before mentions the ſeveral Suſpicions which they had 
concerning the God of the Chriſtians; ſome ſaid it was the Head of an 
Aſs, ſome the Croſs, ſome the Sun, and ſome ſet forth a ridiculous Picture 
with the Ears of an Aſs, a Book and a Gown , and called this the God of 
the Chriſtians. Tertullian upon this declares that the Chriſtians worſhip- 
ped the God that made the World, and none elſe, or as he ſaid to Scapula, 
the God whom all Men know by Nature. And in that very Chapter from 
whence thoſe Words are cited, he faith, it was the common Opinion amo 

the Romans, that there was one God higher and more powerful than all the 


reſt, of perfect Wiſdom and Majeſty : For the greateſt part, faith he, did 


make this Scheme of Divinity, that the chief Power lay in one God, to 
whom the reſt were enly Miniſterial and Subſervient, IT am afraid 7. G. will 
allow my Senſe of theſe Words no more than he is wont to do Dr. S?.s. 
I will therefore give you Tertullian's own Words. Nam & fic plerique 
diſponunt Divinitatem, ut imperium ſummæ Dominationis eſſe penes unum, 
officia ejus penes multos velint. Which Words are of mighty weight and 
conſequence in this Matter, towards the right underſtanding 7ertu/lians 
Meaning. Here we ſee from whence Aquinas had his plures eorum, and 
in what Senſe it muſt be underſtood. From hence it appears, that the 
Generality of the Heathens did not aſſert a Multitude of independent 


Gods: nor were charged with 7dolatry on that account. And to let us 


{ee whom they meant by this Supreme God, he produces in the next 
Words the place of Plato mentioned by Athenagoras, of the great Jupiter 
in Heaven with his Army of Gods and Dæmons. LE TD 

R. P. But Tertullian faith, the Chriſtians did not worſhip the God of the 
Romans; and the Romans would not ſuffer them to worſhip the True God: 
Flow could this be, if they did own and worſhip the True God? 

P. D. I will tell you, The God of the Romans was he who was wor- 
ſhipped after an Idolatrous Manner in the Capitol and elſeu here: The 
Chriſtians choſe rather to dye than to worſhip God after this manner : 
The Romans would permit no other kind of Worſhip than their ap a 

n 
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And when the Chrif WM « refuſed to joyn in cheir worde they codld 
not believe, let them fay what they would, that they worſhipped that 


God whom all Men know by the Light of Nature. The G0 of e Romans is 
the God worſhipped after the Roman manner j as the Col of the Jews; of 
the Turks, and of the Chriſtians, is the God worſhippe | 


and Governor of the World, ” This place then doth imply no more, 
that the Roman Religion as it ſtood at that Time, and the Chriſtian, were 
inconſiſtent ; but it doth not follow from hence that the Romans. did not 
intend to worſhip the Supreme God under the Title' of Jupiter . 


NR to 
_ thoſe ſevera Laws, although he be the Jame God in himſelf the 1 aker 


R. P. Before we leave Tertullian, I have ſomething more to la o 


you concerning him - Tt is about g Pa 


a Pa or his Book d Sc cop Ated 
by Dr. St. where he endeavouts ko prove, that” the Heathens Jupiter 


was the Supreme God, by 4 Miracle vr „ * fe 9 

to him under the Name of Jove. _ * 
P. D. Are you ſure that Dr. or. ever meant any uch thing: 
R. P. I. G. quotes his words, G0, ſaith he, „ himſelf 70 ze the 


powerful God, by what he did, upon their Supplications to him under the Nene 


of Jove., 4 3 


P. D. But doth not Dr: St. expreſly fay, that it was upon the Projer 
of Chriſtians, that MiracleWas wrought: © i. * 
R. P. Ves, T. G. takes nekice of, that, a from thence Dyes that * 


he wilfully corrupted» Tertullian s Text, and makes a very Tragical Bu- 


ſneſs of it. Methinks I fee the gteat Dionyſius with his Birchen Scepter 
walking round him, telling him of his Faults, and then one or two 
Laſhes ; but leſt his Pain ſnould be too ſoon at an end, he takes off his 
Hand, and walks the other turn, with a Stern aud Magiſterial Counte- 
nance, cups, others beware, and telling them what an Example he 
will make of him he lays on again, with Auch a Spring in his Arm, 


and ſo many repeated Strokes, that I even pity the poor Doctor, and I 


could not think Dionyfrus | himſelf could have expreſſed more Severity 
on ſuch an Occaſion ; but I conſider, it is againſt an Heretick, and it is 
neceſſary ſometimes. to let you ſee how ſharp we can be. 

P. D. You need not to tell us that; but we had need to keep out of 
your Laſh as long as we can, for we expect no great Kindneſs from you, 


n &. 


* 
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if ever we fall under it. But why ſhould T. G. think that Dr. Sr. de- 


ſigned to corrupt 7ertulliay's Senſe in that place, when himſelf had be- 
fore owned that che Miracle was wrought by the Prayers o the Chriſtians ? 


He would never have done this, if he intended the other. I do cn. 


feſs the Words, as they lye, are capable of that Conſtruction T. G. puts 


upon them; but in common Ingenuity they ought to be underſtosd ac- 


cording to his own former Senſe of them; unleſs the Force of tile Ar- 
gument lay in the other Senſe; which 1 do not perceive it doth. For 
Dr. St. deſigned to prove in chat place from Tertullian, that the Hea- 


lhens did acknowledge one Supreme Gd, from the Teſtimony of their Confei- | 
ences, and lifting up their Hands 2 Eyes to Heaven pon any great Oc- 


cafion : And then brings in thoſe Words before mentioned, which are 
there produced for no other end, but to ſhew that the ſame p wer ful God 
was owned by the Gentiles and Chriſtians i in that famous Miracle.” He did 
not intend there to prove, as 7. G. ſuggeſts, that Jupiter whom they wor- 


ſhipped in the Capitol was this one Supreme Being, from the Teſtimony of 


Tertullian and the Miracle wrought by God himſelf upon the Heathens 
Supplications to him under the Name of Jove ; And where he did pur- 
S 2 poſely 


Defence | 


* 


132 ba = X 
poſely ſet himſalf to prove this, he there confeſſes that the Miracle was 
wrought at the Prayers of the Chriſtians , and that the whole Army 
made the Exelamation, Deo Deorum & qui ſolus potent, whereby they d 
in Jovis nomine Deo noſtro teſtimonium reddere, faith Tertullian; and Dr. 
St. adds, that the Heathens did intend this Honour to their own Jove. From 
whence it appears that all the Force of the Argument from this Teſti: 
mony lies in this, chat the Heathens did confeſs there was One Supreme 
and Powerful God, whom they called Jove. And this I fay in Dr. Sr. 
Name is the whole Strength and Force of his Argument, and that he 
never thought of what T. G. impoſes upon him, viz. that God'wroaghr 
© that Miracle upon the Supplications of the Heatheur, to prove that Jove 
was the True God : which was not negeſſary to his Deſign. * But I do in- 
ſiſt upon it, as an invineible Proof ot that which he intended, the Ac- 
knowledgment of One Supreme.God, whom they: called Jove. I do yield 
then, that the Miracle was wrought by the Prayers of the Chriſtians ; 
that the Chriſtians did not pray to God under the Name of Fove ; that 
the Heathens did attribute the Honour öf the Miracle to their Jobe; 
that in the Titles they gave to him on this Occafion they did give Te. 
ſtimony to the mighty Power of that God whom the Chriſtians worſhip- 
ped ; 1 will not deny, that M. Aureliu did write © Letter to theSenate, 
wherein he acknowledged this Miracle to betwrought by the Chriſtians, 
calthough it may be that was not the Later which is extant in Baro- 
»ius.) But after all theſe Conceſſions, I ſay, that Dr. Se. s Argument 
holds good, that the Heat bent did acknowledge One Supreme God under the 
Name of Jove. For what could the Army mean elſe, by that Acclama- 
tion, Deo Deorum & gui ſolus potens 2 From whence it unavoidably fol. 
lows, that the Heathen Army did acknowledge One Supreme and Omnipo- 
tent God; whom they called Joe: And in Antoninus his Column at Rome, 
this Cod is deſcribed under the Title of Japiter Plus; Therefore ac- 
cording to the Senſe of the Heathen Army, this Jupiter was Deus Deo- 
rum, IS ſolut Poteus. T. G. could not but ſeg, that herein lay the 
Strength of Dr. St. s Argument; but he diſſembles it, and makes him 
to aim at what he never thought of, and catching hold of an ambigu- 
ous Expreſſion, he runs away with that, and uſes him with more Seve- 
rity than ever Dionyſius turned Pedant, or reforming Stepmother uſed; which 
are his awn Expreſſions upan'a'tar leſs Occaſion. GE 


4 


R. Pl Bat Tertullian diſtinguiſhes the true God from. him who was wor- 
ſhipped unden dhe Name of Jove, ee. 
P. D. I deny not, that Tertullian doth diſtinguiſh the Worſhip of the 
True God from the Worſhip of Fove. And when the 77eathens attribu- 
ted ſuch Miracles to their Jupiter, with a deſign thereby to juſtify the 
Eteathen Worſhip, the Chriſtians had great Reaſon to ſtand upon this Di- 
ſtinction; and to complain that what the Chriſtiaus obtained by Prayers 
and Faſting, they attributed to their Jupiter, 7. e. what the Chriſtians 
hoped would convinee them of their 7dolatry, they uſed for an Argu- 
ment to prove that God was not diſpleaſed with it. But it doth not fol- 
low, from any thing Tertullian hath ſaid, that he did not ſuppoſe the 
Feathers did not intend to worſhip the True God under their Jupiter, 
when he Confefſes the greateſt part of them did ſuppoſe one Supreme 
God, and that the Chriſtians warſhipped thefame God whom all Men 
knew by the Light of Nature. 8 
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ſelf; fo far was he from + 7708 Jupiter to be the true Go 
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ww P. What ſay: you to Clemens ( Mexandrinas:. who' in the Gods of 
the Hrarbens to Be Devils; and among the reſt be reckons 71 3 upiter * _ p. 
8 . 


P. P. Dr. Sr. had bee this Objection, by ſaying chat in that 
place Clemens ſpeaks of the Poetical Theology, and of Fupiter of Sete; * 
but withal he ſhews, not only that Clemens doth Fe 1 9s that ha . , 
Mankind had a natural Knowle ge of the true God, but that th 
1 under the Some of} upite : And commends the manner 


1 1 to 45 as plain Bb . 65.45 po | And 
E doth 7. G, give to them 2+ a 
R. P. He faith, ir dh henc . it was. BW "ge of m Dial. p 
Clemens himſelf, that Jupiter who was worſhipped 1 in the Temples was that 360. 
True God. And his meaning was not: te alert Jupiter to be that Supreme 
Being, but from the” Epithets 'and Titles of Omuiſcient, Onmipotent, &c. 
which the Poets and Philo ophers attributed unto God under the Name of Ju- 
piter, to conviuce them, 1 f but 97 A Being, 5 and 
Governor of the World. n 
P. D. His Deſign chens ben em of chat, which! be proves Dial. p. 
they! all knew already. If the) had ſüch 4 Knowledge of God, as 7. 361. 
C. grants that Clemens doth prove fr their Teſtimonies, either it was 
the True God they knew, or-a'falſe God or an Arch-devil. If the latter, + 
they do not reach to what he brings them ſor, which was to prove the 
imbred Notion of one Su preme Diſpoſer of * 5 if the former , then. 
all thoſe Titles and Epithets did exprels the e True God ; WY: © 
Clement his 2 Senſe of them. But doth T. G think gha they gave 
the Titles an ithets'of Ommniborenty Omwiſcient, Ec. i the Devi? and 
that Clement beten it at the ſame time, when he N from hence 
that all Men have the natural Knowledge of Ged 2 If he can think ſo, 
he wuſt make Clemens a Man of much Reading, but of no Judgment. 
* 2 little ; 3 T. 6. confeſſes that Clemens ſaith, that theſe 


J 


. * 
Dial p. 
359, 


| But Bot 
ever, ah T. 6. * * may 2 . to be 650 5 with 2 cp 
and Decency concerning God, becauſe if you take them fromthe Devil and ap- 

ly them'to God, they are decent Expreſſions. Let us ſuppoſe James Nay- 
{or riding through the Streets of Biol, aſſuming to himſelf the Title of 
the Son of God, and ſo zof- his Followers crying Hoſanna to the Son of 


David - would 7. G. ay this were ſpoken with Decenty and Gravity; Ln 
- cauſe 


* 
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cauſe it would be ſo, if it it were rightly applied to his Son Chriſt 7e. 
Jus? . G. doth not ſeem here to conſider wherein the Decency of Speech 
lies; for there is the greateſt Indecency, nay Blaſphemy in the Miſappli- 
cation of the beſt Titles and moſt glorious Attributes. And were there 
no other Reaſon to convince me of the Senſe of the Fathers in this 
Matter, this alone were ſufficient ; that if 7. G's Hypotheſis were true, 
all thoſe great Things which the Feathers ſpake 5 their Jupiter were 
moſt Abominable Blaſphemies ; for the Divine Perfections were attributed 
to the chief of Devils. And if to attribute the miraculous Works of 
God to the Devil be the Sin againſt the Holy Ghoſt ; what then is it to give 
to the Devil all the Perfedtions-of God himſelf 2 And yet, if 7. G. ſay 
true, the Fathers muſt believe that the moſt learned and wiſe of the Hea. 
thens did ſo, when they ſpake of the Wiſdom, and Power, and Goodneſs 
of their Supreme Fupiter : And if they did believe they were guilty 
of ſuch horrible Blaſphemy, would they ſo often quote, approve , extol 
theſe Sayings as they do 2 Would they not rather have reproved, cen- 
ſured, and condemned them for them, as the moſt intolerable Reproa- 
ches of the Divine Nature? Would they have born ſuch Things in Plate, 
Euripides, or any other Philoſopher or Poet? For to call a Stone, a Stock, 
a dead Man, a God; to attribute Life, Senſe, Underſtanding to meer 
Matter, were tolerable Blaſphemies in'compariſon with making the De- 
vil to be the Supreme Governor of the World; to be-One and All; to be 
infinite Wiſdom as well as Power; and yet all theſe muſt be thus given to 
the Devil by the wiſeſt Poets and Philoſophers which the Heathens ever 
had. Nay farther, their beſt: and moſt (underſtanding Men who are 
moſt commended by the Fathers themſelves, muſt be the greateſt Blaſ- 
phemers of all Roe beſtllought ſo by the Fathers at the ſame time 
when they magnify. their Sayings, for the Wiſdom,” Gravity, and Decen- 
cy contained in them. This is ſo groſs, fo wild, fo. abſurd an Tmagina- 
tion as could hardly enter into any Man's Head who had any manner of 
Eſteem for the Fathers. And I would adviſe T. G. rather to let the Fa- 
thers quite alone, than to fix ſuch Abſurdities upon them. £ Fg 
EKR. P. Methinks you are grown very warm of a ſudden;; but I have 
another Father to cool you; and he is Minucius Feli. 
P. D. He is but a Paterculus, a very diminutive Father, as TJ. G. ſpeaks; 
however I hops he is able to ſpeak for himſelf. _- * 
R. P. He faith, the impure Spirits lurking in the conſecrated Statues 
2 to themſelves the Authority and Eſteem of a Deity that was there 
reſent. =. | . wh "a r 1 5 
f P. D. And what then 2 How often muſt you be told, that the Que- 
ſtion is not, whether the Devils were not aſliſting in the Pradice of 
Holatry > Which Dr. St. never queſtioned ; either by Preſence in Con- 
ſccrated Images, or by aſſuming Divine Honours, under the Names of 
Deified Men: But this doth not come up to the Queſtion in hand; 
which is, Whether the Fathers did not believe they did intend to wor- 
ſhip the Supreme God, under the Name and Titles of Jupiter O. M.? I 
will make this plain to you, that (if poſſible) you may underſtand 
| the Difference of theſe Queſtions: You. know what Boaſts are made 
. in your Church, of the Miracles wrought by our Lach of ſuch and 
| ſuch a Place; as of Mointague, Hall, Loretto, &c. What do you mean 
by this; but that ſuch Znages which are there of her did affect them; 
not by the Power of the Wood or Stone, but of ſome Spiritual Power 
which was preſent in or about them. Suppoſe now a Perſon view 
| ea 
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heard of the Coming of Satan with Signs and lying Wonders, ſhould be- 

lieve that the Evi Spirits did endeavour to retrieve /dolatry. in the 

Chriſtian World, after the Way by which they advanced it in the Hea- 

then World; and ſo concludes, that they work theſe Pretended Mira- 

cles: Might not ſuch a one ſay, That impure Spirits lurk in your Conſe- 
rated Images; and there receive Divine Worſhip under the Names of. 
Saints and Angels ; and yet at the ſame; time believe that you worſhip 
One Supreme Go? "3% | 07 OT 


R. P. But here the Caſe is different: For Minacius faith, That Saturn, Dial. p. 
and Serapis, and Jupiter, (mark that) confeſs themſelves to be Dez 291. 
. | "ol e | 


wils. 


Dr. St.s Aſſertion. CI.) As he aſſumed the Honours given to the Poe- 
tical Jupiter; who was really a Prince of Crete: But the Poets, by at- 
tributigg to him the Villanies of many others, (as to the Raviſhing of 
women, Oc.) had made him one of the greateſt Monſters of Wicked 
neſs that ever was: And therefore, it was no wonder the Dev! ſhould 
be worſhipped under his Name, ( not intentionalh, but terminatively) 
in as much as all this Worſhip ended in the Service of the Devil ; who 
was always very active to ſubdue the Minds of Men to the Folly and 
Wickedneſs of Idolatry. (2.) As he was buſy about Conſecrated Ima- 
ges, even to the Supreme Jupiter. Thus, although the Greeks and 
Romans might ſet up Images, with Scepters, and Globes, and Thunder- 
bolts in their Hands, on purpoſe to declare that they intended to wor- 
ſhip the Supreme God by them; yet this way of Worſhip being ſo diſa- 
greeable to the Divine Nature and Perfections, God might juſtly ſuffer 
the Impure Spirits to be active in thoſe very Images, which were conſe- 
 crated to himſelf : And they might by this means run away with that 
Honour, which they intended to give to the Divine Majeſty. But the 
Queſtion ſtill remains; Whether, notwithſtanding all this, the Hea- 
thens did not deſign to worſhip the Supreme God, under the Name of 
Jove? And nothing of this Nature doth ſhew, that the Fathers belie- 
ved the contrary : And as to Minucius Felix, Dr. St. had produced a 
material Paſſage out of him to prove, That they who make Jove the 
Chief God, are only deceived in the Name, but agree in the Power. 

R. P. J am glad you mention that Place; for T. G. hath at large 
proved, That Dr. St. hath corrupted both the Senſe aud Words of Minuci- 
us, to make him ſpeak as he would have him. 

P. D. J am now ſo uſed to theſe falſe and ſhameleſs Charges of T. G. 
about Dr. $Sz.'s Corrupting of Authors, that I dare ſtand the ſhock, let 
J. 6. make uſe of all his Strength and Skill. 

H. P. T. G. faith, That Minucius intended nothing leſs than to aſſert 
Jupiter to be the One Supreme Cod; but that he argued only ad hominem,, 
(as we ſay) from what the wiſer Heathens 7 they thought of Jupi- 
ter; That they ought to acknowledge but One Supreme Go, Maker and Go- 
der nor of the World. And the Deſign and Senfe of Minucius was this ; 
That although they were deceived, in their Pretence of aſſigning Jupiter to 
be the Supreme God ; yet by what they affirmed of him, viz. That he was 
the Prince, or the Chief; and the Poets ſetting forth One Father of Geds 
and Men; they were ſufficiently convinced, that they ought to acknowledge 
but One Supreme and Undivided Power, by which the World was made and 
govern'd : Which was the Point Minucius was proving in that place. 
But the Dottor, by putting in, and leaving out what he thought might make 
EW for 


P. D. Two ways Jupiter might be a Devil, and yet not prejudice 
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for his Advantage, hath corrupted the very Text of Minucius, to make it 
ſpeak his Senſe. e een e Db. age F.. oo 23 

P. D. A very heavy Charge! But what if there be no groutid for 
all this ? Ts not T. G. a Man of admirable Dexterity,- and unparallel'q 


| Ingenuity ? I will take T. 6.s own Tranſlation of the Words; and if 


from thence all that Dr. St. faith, doth follow, there can be certainly 
no Cauſe for all theſe Clamours. Thoſe alſo, ſaith he, who will have Ju- 
piter to be the Prince, or Chief, are deceived in the Name, but agree aj to 
the Unity of Power. The matter lies within a narrow Compaſs :' Ei. 


ther they who agreed as to the Unity of Power, and called that Power 
* by the Name of Jove did mean the ſame God with Minucius, or not. 


If they meant the ſame God, Dr. St. gives the true Senſe of Minucius; 
for then, they who make Joue the Chief Cod, are only deceived in the 


Name, and agree in the Power: ( And it is ridiculous Pedantry, to quar- 


rel at his Tranſlating, Qui Fovem Principem volunt, They who make Jove 
the Chief God. And for putting in only, it is no more than the Senſe 
implies: For if they agree in the Thing, they muſt be ozly deceived 
in the Name.) I his. is therefore the fingle Point to be debated ; 
Whether, according to Minucius, they underſtood the ſame God , or 
not? And to make this out:; I deſire no other Method than what 
7. G. propoſes ; viz. To conſider the Deſign of Minucins in that place. 
Providence being ſuppoſed, he ſaith, the Queſtion is, Whether the World be 


Governed by One, or more ? And after other Arguments for Monarchical Go- 


verument in general, he produces the Conſent of Mankind in Lifting up 
their Hands to Heaven, and Calling upon God, and ſaying, , God is great, 
God is true; and, if God give. Is this, faith he, the Voice of Nature in 
the Common People; or the Confeſſion of a Chriſtian > Where nothing can 
be more evident, than the Conſent between the Voice of Nature, and 
the Confeſſion of a Chriſtian, as to the ſame God. And then it immedi- 
ately follows; Et qui Fovem Principem volunt, falluntur in nomine, ſed 


de und Poteſtate conſentiunt. Theſe agree too as to the Unity of Power, 


who would have Jove to be Chief. Is there not all the Reaſon that may 
be, to underſtand this Agreement to be with thoſe mentioned before; 
Viz. the Common People and Chriſtians; who all conſent in the Unity of 
Power? But theſe call that Power by the Name of Fove - And although 
Minucius thinks they are deceived, in attributing that Name to God ; 
yet he yields that they agreed in the Thing. This is the plain and 
eaſy Senſe of Minucius : Let us now conſider T. G.'s Senſe of theſe 
Words, and ſee how well that agrees with his Deſign. His Senſe is 
this : They who would have Jupiter to be the Prince or Chief, were agreed 
as to the Unity of Power ; but were ſo much deceived, not only in the Name, 
but in the Thing it ſelf, that they attributed this Power, not to God, but to 


the Devil. For, faith T. G., Minucius his own Thoughts were, That this 


Jupiter was a Devil. Let this be ſuppoſed , and his Meaning is this: 
The Common People call upon God, and ſay, God is true; God is great; 
and therein agree with the Confeſſion of Chriſtians ; aud they who wil 
have Jove, i. e. the Devil to be the Chief of Gods, do agree as to the U- 
nity of Power. They who make God to be Chief, and the Dews/ to be 
Chief, do both agree that One is Chief, I grant: But will any Man of 
common Senſe ſay, only that theſe are deceived in the Name; who 
thinks at the ſame time they mean the Devil? Are they not deceived 
in much more than the Name; in the very Thing it ſelf? Do they not 
ſet up an Jurper, inſtead of Cad; and his moſt Inveterate Enemy ; and 
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attribute Iuſinite and Undivided Power to him? And is this dwindling 
Expreſſion fit tor a Chriſtian ; to ſay only, faluntur in Nomine; they 
are deceived in the Name? No: But he ought to have told them, 
they were deceived much more in the Thing, than in the Name. Tt 
was but a Trifle, in Compariſon, what Name they uſed, if their Senſe 
and Meaning were good. Call him Fove, or what they pleaſed, if 
they meant the ſame Thing, it was only a Difference about a Name: 
But if they did really attribute the Divine Perfections to the Devil ; 
this was a Crime of the higheſt nature, it was notorious Blaſphemy ; 
and no true Chriſtian could paſs it over ſo gently and lightly , as Mi- 
nucius doth, if he were of T. G. s Opinion. But to convince us that he 
was far from it, he afterwards produces the Conſent of Philofophers 
with the Chriſtians ; So, he faith, (in the ſame Page of the Leyden E- 
dition ) that they did conſent with them. And ſurely it was »o Conſent 
with Chriſtzans, to give the Divine Perfections to the Devil. Speaking 
of Thales, he faith , Vides Philoſophi principalis nobiſcum penitus Opinio- 
nem conſonare. I forbear to tranſlate, leſt 7. G. ſhould want Matter to 
fill up ſome Empty Pages, as he did, by proving that volunt doth not 
ſignify Making, &c.) However, Minucius ſhews, that this Prince of 
Philoſophers did fully agree with the Chriſtians. Wherein , I beſeech 
you? In attributing that Power to the Devil, which they give to God? 
This is an Agreement, which, I dare ſay, »o Chriſtian would ever own. 
And therefore it muſt be, in acknowledging the ſame Divine Being 
which the Chriſtians did. And after he hath reckoned up the ſeveral 
Opinions of the moſt noted Philoſophers ,/' he hath this remarkable Ex- 
preſſion; Expoſui opiniones omnium fere Philoſophorum , quibus illuſtrier 
gloria eff Deum unum multis licet defignaſſe nominibus : ] have ſet down the 
Opinions of almoſt all the famous Philoſophers, who all ſet forth one God 
though under many Names : And leſt any ſhould fall into 7. G.'s extrava- 
gant Tmagination, that this was not a Conſent in the ſame Being, but as 
to a meer Unity of Power, though lodged in the Devil himſelf, he adds 


_ theſe Words, t guivis arbitretur, aut nunc Chriſtianos philoſophos eſſe, aut 


philoſophos fuiſſe jam tunc Chriſtianos. Let T. G. conſtrue this to his Senſe, 
it he can for his Heart. Would any Man in the World, who believed 
the Heathens Supreme God to be the Devil, have faid , either that the 
Chriſtians now were Philoſophers, or the Philoſophers then were Chriſtians, 
7. e. that thoſe who aſſerted that God, and thoſe who ſaid, the Devil 
were ſupreme Governor of the World, were of the ſame Opinion. Which is 
ſo fooliſh, ſo ridiculous an Aſſertion, that J wonder to find T. G. reſolve 
to maintain it. And I now deſire you, or any Man to judge whether 


the half dozen Fathers T. G. hath produced before Origen, can amount to 


a Covey of One. I have exerciſed great Patience in examining theſe Te- 
ſtimonies, and not after T. G. s way turned off all che reſt, becauſe one 
was defective; and if you have any more that ſpeak to the point, I 
am content to give you all the Satisfaction you can deſire, provided they 
prove more than that in general, the Gentiles ſacrificed to Devils, which 
Was never denied. ä . 8. 5 
R. P. T. G. produces the Teſtimonies of Euſebius, Athanaſius, S. Cy- 
prian, S. Chryſoſtom, S. Hierom and others. PETE os 
P. D. To what purpoſe ? 


- 


R. P. To prove that they were wicked Spirits who delighted in their Wor- 


+ P. D. who 
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P. D. Who ever denied this 2 Will 7. G. quote the Fathers from one 
end to the other, to prove that all Men are Sinners > Name me thoſe who 
ſeem to ſpeak to the point, and J will anſwer them. | | 

R. P. You cannot deny that Arnobius, Lactautius, and S, Auguſtin do 
ſpeak to the point about Jove being worſhipped as the Supreme God, will 
you hear them: 5 8 

P. D. Yes; what have you to ſay more about them? 

Arnobius faith, that Jupiter O. M. to whom the Capitol was Dedicated, 
was not the True Omnipotent God: And Lactantius makes Jupiter the King 
of thoſe Celeſtial Gods, which the Evil Spirits feigned. > 

P. D. Are not theſe the To Perſons whom Dr. St. goes about to ex. 
cuſe for applying the Poetical Fables to Jupiter O. M.? 

R. P. That is a fine way of defending the Fathers, to take the Parts of 
the Heathens againſt them; as Dr. St. doth. 

P. D. He never doth it as to the main of the Cauſe, as to any of them 
(which were to take the Part of do/atry againſt Chriſtianity; which in 
my Opinion, others are far more liable to the guilt of than he) nor 
doth he charge any of them with wholly miſtaking the State of the 
Queſtion ; but he inſtanceth in two Rhetoricians (who mult be excuſed 
in many other Things, as it were eaſy to ſhew ) and he faith of them, 
that they could not forbear giving a caſt of their former Employment 
in this Matter. And when Dr. Sz. faith, we ought not to charge the 


Heathens with more than they were guilty of ; doth 7. G. think we 


ought 2 But I am of another Opinion, though we ſhould grant their 
Supreme God to be a Devil, for we ought to give the Devil his due. 

R. P. But what ſay you to S. Auguſtin, whom Dr. St. repreſents as the 
moſt baffled by the Heathens in this point > Is not this kind of Proce- 
dure more ſuitable to the Deſign of Julian, than of the Reforma- 
tron ? | 

P. D. Cannot a Man write againſt your Idolatry; but he muſt be 
another Julian? i. e. A Man cannot write like a Chriſtian, but he muſt 
be an Apoſtate. Are you the only Chriſtians in the World? And your 
Peculiar Doctrines the only Chriſtianity 2 If it be, it is a Chriſtianity, 
which the Chriſtian Church never knew in its beſt Ages; a Chriſtianity 
never taught by Chrift nor his Apoſtles : But for S. Auguſtin, J do not 
find that Dr. Sz. thinks him in the leaſt baffled in this Matter ; but be- 


ing a Learned and Ingenuous Man, he faith , That he guitted the Argu- 


ment from the Poetical Fables concerning Jupiter; and reduced the Con- 


troverſy to its true Point, about the /4o/atry committed in the Worſhip 


of Inferior Deities. But what an Itch of Calumniating had ſeized 7. 6. 
when he could not hold from Paralleling Dr. St. with Julian, merely 
for giving an Account of the State of the Controverſy about Idolatry, as 
it was managed by S. Auguſtin ? 

R. P. This leads us into another weighty Subject; wiz. On what 


Account the Fathers charged the Heathens with Idolatry. 


P. D. I grant it is fo ; and tends very much to the right Un- 
derſtanding the Nature of it. And what Account doth 7. G. give 
of it? | | | 

R. P. J aſſure you, T. G. ſhews himſelf to be a Man very well ver- 


ſed in the Fathers, and ſeems to have them at his Fingers ends: Nay, 
he hath ſuch great Plenty of them, that they ſerve him not only tor 


Freight, but for Ballaſt too ; filling his Margin, as well as his Book, op 
| them: 
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it be General. But J ſhall ſhew you, that this Account fails in a 


ad. 


them: And had he not ſtudied Brevity , he might have outdone the 
Dr. himſelf in being Voluminbus. ; | 

p. D. No doubt of it; if he had a Mind to produce all that the Fa- 
thers ſay on the ſubject of Heathen Idolatry; but let us pare off all im- 

rtinencies which tend only to amuſe and confound a Reader, and keep 
cloſe to our Subject. Tell me on what account 7. G. faith, the Fathers 
did charge the Zeathens with 1dolatry. _ | 

R. P. J ſuppoſe it may be reduced to theſe following. (I.) In wor- 


ſipping their Images for Gods. (z.) In worſhipping a Multitude of falſe 
ods 


. (3.) In worſhipping the Creatures and not the Creator. And as to 
every one of theſe he ſhews how falſe Dr. St. s Parallel is of the Heathen 
Idolatry, and the Worſhip practiſed and allowed in our Church. 8 

P. D. I pray begin with the yrſt of theſe ; and let us hear what ac- 
count 7. G. gives of the Heathen Idolatry in the Worſhip of Images. 


R. P. The Images, he ſaith, were erefted to the Memory of dead Men, Dial. p. 
whom the People out of Flattery or Affection had placed in Heaven; but evil 335. 


' Spirits as it were incorporated themſelves in thoſe Images; and by working 


ſtrange Things about thoſe who worſhipp'd them, they gained the Reputation 
of Gods ; and conſequently the Images were held to be Gods, 'and worſhipped 


as ſuch. 


P. D. Tam far from being ſatisfied with this Account of the Heathen 
Idelatry in the Worſhip of Images. For when a Man pretends to give an 
account of a thing, there are three Things he ought to regard ; Firſt, 


that it be Full. Secondly, that it be Clear and Diſtinct. rte that 


thoſe 


Particulars, and withal that it doth not clear the Image Worſhip of the 


Roman Church. 6. | 


(r.) That it is not full, becauſe it ſuppoſes all their 7dolatry as to Ima- 
ges to lye in taking the Images of Deified Men for Gods on the Account of 
the Preſence of Evil Spirits in them. But I find another Reaſon alledged 


out of the Farhers againſt the Worſhip of Images by Dr. St. which 7. G. 
takes no Notice at all of; viz. that Image Worſhip was very unſuitable to 


Defence, - 


the Divine Nature, as well as repugnant to the Will of God ; and although p. 431. 
the latter Reaſon may ſeem to hold only for thoſe who received the 
Scriptures, yet the former doth extend to all Mankind. For he ſhews 
from the Fathers, that Zeno the Stoick, Antiſthenes, Xenophon, Numa, 
and others, condemned the Worſhip of Images on this account, becauſe 
they were a diſparagement of the Divine Nature. And for this , he pro- 
duces the Teſtimonies of Clemens Alexandrinus, Juſtin Martyr, Athenago- 
ras, Origen, Latlantius, and many others. Is this Account true, or falſe ? 
if falſe, why is it not proved to be ſo? if true, why is it not allowed? 


Is this fair or honeſt Dealing, in pretending to anſwer, and not taking 


notice of the main Objections ; or to give Account of the Fathers Opi- 
nions of this Matter, and to ſay not one word to all this > But it is 
one thing to write an Anſwer to a Boot, and another to write a Book 


which muſt paſs for an A»ſwer. 


(2.) This Account is not clear and diſftinft. For it doth not expreſs 
whether it were /dolatry or not, to worſhip Images, where there was no 
Incorporation ſuppoſed of Evil Spirits, nor doth it ſhew how it could be 
[dolatry on that Suppoſition. I do not deny, that there was ſuch an 
Opinion among the Heathens, that Spirits might poſſeſs Images, and be 
incorporated with them; but I fay this was a particular Opinion, and not 
the general Belief. For Hermes, from whom S. Augyſtin, gives the moſt 
exact Account of this Hypotheſis (from the Aſclepian Dialogue) looks 

en | TX upon 
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upon it as a Divine and Peculiar Art of drawing inviſible Spirits into Imas' 
ges in ſuch a manner as to animate them ; and thereby making Gods. Which, 
he faith, is the moſt wonderful of all Wonders, that it ſhould be in Men's 
Power to make Gods. Not by producing the Divine Being; but by ſo 
uniting it to the Image, as to make that a fit Ojett for Divine Worſhip 
But you of the Church of Rome pretend to do as much as this comes to- 
with Five Words ; and ſomewhat more, for you pretend to annihilate a 
Sub/tance which they did not: But as to the main Wonder, yours is of 
the ſame Nature, viz. ſo to unite the Divinity to the Species of Bread and 
Wine, as to make them together a fit Object for Divine Worſhip. And there. 
tore T. G. doth not at all clear the Nature of /delatry, as to Images, by 
ſuch an Eypotheſis, which doth juſtify the Worſhip of Images upon his own 
grounds. For this Principle being ſuppoſed, that God was really incor- 
porated'in the Image, it was as lawful for them to Worſhip that Image, as 
tor you to Worſhip the Hoſt. If you ſay, thoſe were Evil Spirits and not 
the True God, that doth not clear the Matter. For we are not now diſputing 


whether they were good or bad Spirits which were in thoſe Images; but 


on what Account they were charged with 7dolatry in the Worſhip of Ima-. 
ges. If it were for worſhipping their Images as Gods on the account of one 


of their Gods being incorporated in the Image, this I ſay, is no account 


at all on 7.G.'s Principles; for then ſuch an Image was as fit an Object 
of Worſhip, on their Suppoſition, as the Adoration of the Haſt is on 
yours. So that this is rather a clearing the Worſhip of Imaq; from the 
Charge of Idolatry among the Heathens, than giving any Acq; unt of it: 
All the 7dolatry in this Caſe lying in the Worſhip of Evil Sprrits, and 
not in the Worſpip of Images. : | 

(3. This Account is not general as to the Heathens. For many and 
thoſe the moſt Learned among them declared, that they did not take 
their Images for Gods; as Dr. St. proved in his Firſt Boot, not barely 
from the Fel imonies of the Heathens, but from the Fathers too; which 
Paſſages he repeated and urged againſt T. G. in his Defence. And among 


-.. Others he produced the Teſtimony of Euſebius ſpeaking of the Heathens 
in general, who faith, they did not look on their Images as Gods; and of 
'* him, . C. faith, hat no Man underftoed the Heathens Principles better, 
-p- And yet after all this, 7. G. hopes to have it paſs for a good Account of 


the Zeathens Idolatty as to Images, that they took their Images for 


Gods. Ji 


* 


the Worſhip of Images. | 
R. P. There I am ſure you are miſtaken. For do we take our Ima- 
ges for Gods? And 7. G. well obſerves, that when the Fathers ſpake 
againſt the Worſhip of Images, from their Vileneſs and Impotency ; they did 
not found their Arguments meerly on the Matter of the Images, and the 
Art of the Artificers, 1 Pg theſe two Conditions conjoyntly taken, VIZ. 
that they were held to be Gods, and yet were made of ſuch Materials; where- 
as we do not believe our Images to be Gods, nor worſhip them us ſuch, as the 
Heathens did. For the Council of Trent declares that it believes no Divi- 
nity in them, for which they ought to be worſhipped. hs 
P. D. This is the utmoſt which can be ſaid in your Defence; and to 
ſhew you how far this is from clearing your Worſhip of Images, I ſhall 
conſider, (1.) The Force of the Fathers Arguments. C5 The dit- 
ference of the Heathens Opinions from yours as to the Divinity of Ima- 
ges. And if their Arguments be ſuch as equally hold againſt 3 
| t „kes; 


(4.) This Account doth not clear the Practice of your Church in 
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1 | giſes ; and your Anſwers do not really differ from theirs ; then the 
* E Pxrellel will hold good between your Idolatry and theirs in this Parti- 
7 oe | 
| = cular. | | 
# bs 1. For the Force of the Fathers Arguments; the thing to be conſi- 
a dered is, whether they held only i» Conj unction with believing their Ima- 


ges to be Gods. What Connexion was there between this Hypotheſis, and 
the Diſparagement which Images did imply to the Divine Nature? For this 
was wholly on the account of Repreſentation ; (and this is the great Ar- 
gument the Fathers inſiſt upon.) The infinite diſtance between God and 
the Work of Men's hands ; the diſproportion that dull and ſenſeleſs matter, 
however Carved and Adorned,doth bear to a Divine Majeſty : That no Image 
of God ought to be worſhipped , but what is what be is, i. e. his Eternal 
Son; the Light of Nature teaching Men that it was greater Purity of Wor- 
ſhip, greater Reverence to the Deity, leſs Danger of Error to Mankind, to 
worſhip God witbout an Image; are all Arguments uſed and preſſed by the 
Fathers againſt the Worſhip of Images; which have their full Strength 
and Force, ſuppoſing nothing were intended beyond bareRepreſentation. 
What think you of the Chriſtian Church condemning the Carpocratians 
for worſhipping an Image of Chriſt > Did they believe Chriſt incorporated 
in that /mage too? Or did Epiphanius believe him to be fo in the maze 
on the Veil, or the Council of Elvira in the Pictures upon Walls? By all 
which we ſee what Numbers of Arguments the Fathers uſed againſt the 
Worſhip of Images, which have no relation at all to the believing their 
Images to be Gods. Beſides, ſeveral other Arguments they uſed which! 
| would loſe their Force upon this Suppoſition ; as thoſe taken from the 
| meanneſs of ſubj ecting our ſelves to vile and ſenſeleſs Images; and all the 
Enforcements drawn from the Matter and Form of them; which would 
have no great Strength if this had been the general Belief of the Hea- 
thens, that the God whom they wor ſhipped was incorporated in the Image: 
And therefore why might not he be worſhipped thereby, as well as G0 
incarnate in human Nature, notwithſtanding all the Vileneſs and Con- 
temptibleneſs of our Fleſh ? 
2. As to the difference between them and you about the Divinity of 
Images, J do grant, that your Church doth in terms declare againſt it. 
And ſo in probability would a Council of the Wiſer Heathens have done; 
as appears by the Teſtimonies of Celſus, Falian, Maximus Tyrius , and 
many others. But when Men attribute ſuch 4zvine Effects, as Miraculous 
Cures to Images, what can they believe but there is ſome Oivinity either 
in or about them 2 And when this is aſſigned as the Reaſon of the Wor- 
ſhip of ſuch an Image, as at Loretto, or Mointague , or elſewhere ; and 
of the mighty Reſort thither on that account ; what is this but to be- 
ö lieve ſuch Divinity to be in or about them? which doth inhance the Peo- 
ple's Devotion to them. And this was the general perſu aſion of the 
Heathens ; not, that there was an Hypoſtatical Union between the Deiry 
and the Image by Incorporation: But that there Was a virtual and power- 
ful Preſence of the Deity in and about the Image by reaſon of its Dedica- 
tion. And upon this Account, of a more peculiar Preſence of the Deity 
after Conſecration, and becauſe Divine Worſhip was given to them, it was, 
that the Heat hen Images were called Gods. According to Minucius his Minuc. 5. 
account of the Image- Go; Quando igitur hic naſcitur ? ecce funditur, fa- 6. 
bricatur, ſcalpitur; nondum Deus eſt : Ecce plumbatur, conſtruitur, erigitur; | 
nec adbuc Deus eſt: Ecee ornatur, conſecratur; oratur; tunc-poſtremo-Deus eſt, 
cum homo illum voluit & dedicavit. From which it appears, ir "y ſo- 
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lemn Dedication and divine Worſhip which made the Heathen mages to 
be looked on as Gods. And on theſe Accounts the Scripture as well as 
Fathers call the Heathen Idols by the Name of Gods, in the places pro- 
duced by J. G. As, when they are faid 20 be molten Gods, Lev. 19. 4. 
And the Gods of the Nations are Idols, Iſa. 44. 16, 17, Sc. Where St. 
Hierom obſerves, that the refidue thereof is made a God, when the Maker 
worſhips what he has made; and begs for help from the work of his own hands, 
And in this Senſe I grant the Heathens did make their Images Gods; and 
ſo do all thoſe who give Divine Worſhip to them. 

R. P. But Dr. St. ſeems to ſay, that there never were any ſuch Fools in 
the World who worſhipped their Images as Gods: Which . G. proves abun- 
dantly from plain and expreſs Words of Scripture. ; 

P. D. By the very ſame I have mentioned already: And which in the 
former Senſe Dr. St. never denied. All that he faith, is this, As though 
there ever had been ſuch Fools in the World, to ſay there was no other God be- 
ſides their Images: And as I remember he quotes Maimonides, ſaying 
there were none ſuch. But if 7. G. can find out ſuch Fools in the world, 
by my conſent he ſhall have the Zegging of them. 

R. P. T. G. grants there were ſome of the wiſer Heathens, who did not 
worſhip their Images as Gods, but the Deities repreſented by them : Againſt 


theſe the Fathers prove at large, that they were but Men whom they com- 
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monly worſhipped, and ſome of the worſt of Men. 

P. D. Wherein did the Nature of this Idolatry lye 2 In worſhipping 
bad Men inſtead of good? or in giving Divine Worſhip to any Men? 
R. P. You are ſo troubleſome, that you will not let a Man ſhew his 
Skill in the Fathers, but you interrupt him with ſuch idle Queſti- 
ons. 


P. D. J have a mind to bring you to our Buſineſs ; for nothing is 


more eaſy than to tell long Stories of the Zeathen Idolatries, out of the 


Fathers. I muſt preſs you again to tell me, wherein the Nature of this 
Idolatry conſiſted. | 


R. P. ] ſhall deſire you as you are a Lover of Truth, to anſwer me 


ingenuouſly but this one Queſtion, which I take to be very Material to- 


wards the true underſtanding the Nature of 1dolatry, viz. Whether you do 
not think that the Heathens, at leaſt the generality of them, did not acknow- 
ledge and worſhip more Gods than one ? 

P. D. I will anſwer you as freely as you can deſire, provided you 
anſwer me another Queſtion which I take to be as Material, viz. 
Whether the Generality of the Heathens did not worſhip Dejfed 
Men? | | 

R. P. What need you ask that, when J have told you already, J. G. 
takes a great deal of pains to prove it from many Teſtimonies of the Fathers? 
As I was about to have ſhewed when you interrupted me; becauſe the 
Places of their Birth were known, and their Sepulchres extant, &c. 


P. D. I pray remember this; and now ask what Queſtions you 


leaſe. 

p R. P. I ſee you have no mind to anſwer : But 7. G. proves that the 
Generality of the Heathens did believe them whom they publickly worſhip- 
ped, to be Truly and Properly Gods, and not only in Name, or by way of Far- 

ticipation. 
P. D. But have you forgotten already, what you ſo lately told me, 
that 7. G. proved that the generality of the Heathens did worſhip N 
en: 
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men 2 and that theſe were their Gods ; viz. Jupiter, Saturn, Juno, Aſcu- 
lapius, Sc. I pray conſider, were theſe their Gods or not? | 


R. P. Doubtleſs they were; for T. G. hath plainly demonſtrated it from 
the Fathers. . | 

P. D. And were thoſe who were only Deiffed men, truly and properly 
Gads, and not by way of Participation ? | 

R. P. IT confeſs you ſtagger me, ſurely T. G. did not lay theſe two 
Aſſertions together, that the Heathen Gods were originally Men, and yet 
were truly and properly Gods: But he proves this latter Aſſertion, that I 
am ſure of. | 

P. D. So you were but juſt now of the former ; however theſe con- - 
tradict each other; let us hear his Proofs of this latter, which is not ſo 
true as the former. 


\ 


R. P. Firſt, The whole Chriſtian World till Dr. St. did ever condenis the _ p. 
. | | 406. 


Heathens of Polytheiſm. N 
P. D. And fo doth he too. Only he doth not believe Dei fed men to 
be independent Deities. They were Gods, as they gave them not barely 
the Name and Title of Gods; but as they ſuppoſed them to be admitted 
into ſome ſhare in adminiſtring the Affairs of the World; and had therefore 
Divine Worſhip given unto them. | CL 
R. P. Secondly, The Heathens accuſed the Chriſtians of Atheiſm, becauſe 
they denied them to be Gods who were publickly worſhipped. *+ 


P. D. The Heathens did not believe there was any ſuch God who diſ- 


allowed the wor (hip of any other Gods befides him; and therefore when 


they found the Chriſtzans utterly reject their worſhip, they charged them 
with Atheiſm. But is not this an admirable way of reaſoning, from the 
Heathens Objections againſt the Chriſtians? Might he not prove as well 
that the Chriſtans God had Aſſes Ears, that they eat Children, that they had 
promiſcuous Conj unctions, &c. for all theſe were objected by the Heathens, 
as well as Atheiſm 2 And Athenagoras whom 7, G. cites, ſhews what kind 
of Gods thoſe were, whom the Chriſtians rejected, in the very beginning 
of his Apology, ſuch as Hector, Helena, Agamemnon, Erictheus, &c. and 
becauſe the Chriſtians rejected ſuch Deities, they were accuſed of Atheiſm; 
but doth this prove Hector, and Agamemnon to have been Original and 
Independent Gods? 


R. P. Thirdly, They perſecuted the Chriſtians to death, and they willingly Dial. p. 
ſuffered it, for maintaining there was but one only true God, who deſerved 427. 


Divine Honour to be given to him. 85 
P. D. Very true. Becauſe they thought it unlawful to give Divine 
Worſhip to any Creature whatſoever. But did not the Heathens require 
Divine Worſhip to be given to Deiffſed men? | 
R P. Fourthly they erected Temples, inſtituted Prieſts, and appointed Sa- 
crifices to be offered to them. | 
P. D. That is, they gave them Divine Worſhip ; and what then? 
they did ſo to Deified-men, faith T. G. | | 
R. P. Fifthly, The Fathers bring infinite Arguments to prove that thoſe 
whom the Heathens called Gods, were not really and truly Gods ; which had 
been a ſuperfluous Labour, if the Heathens had not believed as well as cal- 
led them Gods. | 
P. D. And did not the ſame Fathers bring infinite Arguments to prove 
that theſe Gods were but men? Their deſign was to ſhew that nothing 
but what was truly and eſſentially God, could deſerve Divine * L 
whic 
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which their vlgar Gods were ſo far from being, that they were meer 
Men, and ſome of the worſt too. Abies | | 
»» R.P: Sixthiy, Many of thoſe who wrdte againſt the Heathens had been 
ſuch themſelves ; and therefore would not charge them with more than they 
were guilty of in this matter. 505 LL EIT . 
P. D. Thoſe were the very Men T. G. cited to prove their Gods had 
been Men, and had Fathers aud Mothers, and Uucles and Aunts, as other 
Mortals have. | N $4. 


R. P. Seventhly, The Devils perſwaded moſt of the Heathens that they 


were Gods, as St. Auguſtin ſaith, by their fallacious Signs aud Predictions. 


P. D. St. Auguſtin ſpeaks of their Dominion over Mankind by reaſon of 
Idolatry; which might have been, although the Heathens had only 
worſhipped Dezfied men; but J grant, that the Heathens did give divine 
Worſhip to Dæmons too; whom ſome believed to be Iaterceſſors between 


the Gods and Men; carrying up our Prayers to them, and bringing down their 


help to us, as he there expreſſeth it; and others thought them to be 
Gods, i. e. a ſuperior kind of Spirits; however all agreed in giving divine 
Honour to them. But thoſe who believed them to be Gods, i. e. of 4 
higher rank than the ſubſervient Demons, did not ſuppoſe them to be /e/f- 
exiſtent and independent Deities, but to have received their Being by Par- 


ticipation from God; and ſuppoſingthem good, St. Auguſtin thinks their 


Notion of them not much different from what Chriſtiaus have of An- 
gels: And that it was a controverſy about a Name, whether they be cal- 
led Gods or not; but he is far from thinking it ſo , whether Divine Mor- 
ſhip were to be given to them > For this he utterly denies, it being incon- 
ſiſtent with the Chriſtian Religion, as he proves in the beginning of his 
Tenth Book. From whence it appears , that the Controverſy was not 
about the Name of Gods; but about giving Divine Worſhip to any Crea- 


ture. For St. Auguſtin would allow them to call them Gods, if they re- 


ſerved Divine Worſhip as peculiar to God; but if they did give this to 
them, it was no excuſe to call them Angels, or inferior Gods; as the 
Platoniſts did. And when he faith, the Devils had perſwaded the greateſt 
part of Mankind by their lying Wonders that they were Gods : His meaning 
is no more than that they were good Spirits; which he ſaith, Apulcius, 
and others, obſerving them more narrowly, found they were not, but a ſort of 
malicious and deceitful Beings ; notwithſtanding which, he faith, theſe agreed 
with the reſt in giving Divine Worſhip to them. So that whatever men 
do give Divine Worſhip to, that they do make a God of, whatſoever No- 


tion they have of its Original, and receiving Being from another. 


R. P. Eighthly, The wiſeſt of the Fleathens not only concurred with the 


vulgar in the external practice of worſhipping many Gods, but looked on it a, 
a point of State-policy, not to let the People know that they were no Gods 
whom they worſhipped. | 

P. D. And what then J beſeech you > They were rather willing to 
maintain Idolatry, than to hazard the diſturbance of Government ; there- 
fore the Gods whom they worſhipped were truly and properly Gods. All 
that follows from hence is, that there were many Follies and Superſtiti- 
ons among the People, which they thought better to let them alone in, 
than to run the hazard of all by a Change; that the Poets, and Pain. 
ters, and Statuaries had tainted the Religion of the Yulgar with falſe and 
unworthy Notions of their Gods ; and would in ſpite of Laws repre- 


ſent their Gods in the publick Sports doing things unfitting for Men to 


do or fee ; that although they thought it were much better to hay 2 
| | ings 
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which their vlgar Gods were fo far from being, that they were meer 
| Men, and ſome of the worſt too. | | 
| N. P. Sixthly, Many of thoſe who wrote againſt the Heathens had beey 
| ſuch themſelves ; and therefore would not charge them with more than they 
were guilty of in this matter. | | 

P. D. Thoſe were the very Men T. G. cited to prove their Gods had 
been Men, and had Fathers and Mothers, and Uncles and Aunts, as other 
Mortals have. l ; 
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Dial, p. R. P. Seventhly, The Devils perſwaded moſt of the Heathens that they 

4:8. , ; . . . 8. 
were Gods, as St. Auguſtin ſaith, by their fallacious Signs aud Predittions. 

Lohr P. D. St. Auguſtin ſpeaks of their Dominion over Mankind by reaſon of 


">.  dolatry ; which might have been, although the Heathens had only 
worſhipped Dezfied men; but J grant, that the Heathens did give divine 

Worſhip to Dæmons too; whom ſome believed to be Interceſſors between 

the Gods and Men; carrying up our Prayers to them, and bringing down their 

help to us, as he there expreſſeth it; and others thought them to be 

Gods, i. e. a ſuperior kind of Spirits; however all agreed in giving divine 

| Honour to them. But thoſe who believed them to be Gods, i. e. of a 
| higher rauk than the ſubſervient Demons, did not ſuppoſe them to be /e/f- 
| exiſtent and independent Deities, but to have received their Being by Par- 
ticipation from God ; and ſuppoſingthem good, St. Auguſtin thinks their 

Notion of them not much different from what Chriſtiaus have of Au- 

gels : And that it was a controverſy about a Name, whether they be cal- 
| be Civ. led Gods or not; but he is far from thinking it ſo , whether Divine Mor- 
Dei, 1.9. ſhip were to be given to them? For this he utterly denies, it being incon- 
£23.  liſtent with the Chriſtian Religion, as he proves in the beginning of his 
 **.* Tenth Book. From whence it appears, that the Controverſy was not 
about the Name of Gods ; but about giving Divine Worſhip to any Crea- 


ture. For St. Auguſtin would allow them to call them Gods, if they re- - 
ſerved Divine Worſhip as peculiar to God; but if they did give this to N 
them, it was no excuſe to call them Angels, or inferior Gods; as the t 
Platoniſts did. And when he faith, the Devils had perſwaded the greateſt t 
part of Mankind by their hing Wonders that they were Gods : His meaning 3 
is no more than that they were good Spirits ; which he faith, Apuleius, j 
and others, obſerving them more narrowly, found they were not, but a ſort of 
malicious and deceitful Beings ; notwithſtanding which, he faith, theſe agreed 
with the reſt in giving Divine Worſhip to them. So that whatever men t 
do give Divine Worſhip to, that they do make a God of, whatſoever No- ; 
tion they have of its Original, and receiving Being from another. 0 
R. P. Eighthly, The wiſeſt of the Feathens not only concarred with the ” 


vulgar in the external practice of worſhipping many Gods, but looked on it a 


a point of State-policy, not to let the People know that they were no Gods 
whom they worſhipped. 


P. D. And what then I beſeech you 2 They were rather willing to 

| maintain Z7delatry, than to hazard the diſturbance of Government ; there- 
fore the Gods whom they worſhipped were truly and properly Gods. All 
that follows from hence is, that there were many Follies and Superſtiti- 
| ons among the People, which they thought better to let them alone in, 
than to run the hazard of all by a Change; that the Poets, and Pazn- 
ters, and Statuaries had tainted the Religion of the Var with falſe and 
unworthy Notions of their Gods ; and would in ſpite of Laws repre- 
ſent their Gods in the publick Sports doing things unfirfing for Men to 
do or ſee ; that although they thought it were much better to have theſe 
Things 
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7 Things redreſſed, yet they had ſo much greater Regard to the ſafety of _ 
die Government than to the Hor of Religion, that they. choſe rather 
" WE to let Things ſtand as they fbünd them ; Jnd to Joyn with the People 
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will weigh with you more than all the reſt, l 
Y P. D. So it will, if it weighs any thing at all. mw 
" RP. I is, that God himſelf forbids the Jeg to have any other Gods be- 
f WH fdes bim Aud yet he doth not forbid the Nass of Gods to be given both 
y „ ew. © OOO x 1 
; P. P. Ts this the weighty Obſervation ? The Bit reſerved to cloſeup, 
" WU the stomach with Go doth allow, I grant, the Name of Gods to he gi 
r ven to Oeatures; but where doth he allow Divine Worſhip Internal or 
J External to be given to any other Being beſides hinifglf : Whether Au. 
N | gels, or Stars, or Elements, or whatſoever Creature be, to give that © 
. Worſhip to it, which is due only to God, is to male biber Gods Beſides 
5 bim, and this I thought had been agreed on all ſi dees. 3 
g F. P. Tf they give Divine Worſhip to any one of theſe as,an abſolute Dei- Dull? 
K | ty, as 7. „Well obſerves ; and not if they refer the wor they give 412. F 
i them to the true God, "5 r 
i. o. What means the giving divine Worſhip as to an abſolute Deity > “ 
y Is it to ſuppoſe that which they worſhip 20 be truly and properly God, as 
8 7. G. faith? That is to ſuppoſe it »ot to be a Creature. And upon this 
1 ground thoſe who ſuppoſed the Spirits, or Stars, or Elements to be Cren- 
F tures, could not be guilty of Idolatry in the Worſbip of them: And ſo 


the greateſt part of the Heathen World will be excuſed from it. Or is it 

to give Drvine Worſhip to the Creatures without any re on to God the 4. 0 5 

ker of the World, and of all things in it? But then either they did at tflat 1 

time believe him to be the nale; of thoſe Beings, or they did not:  _ 

they did, either they worſhipped them as created, or as uncreatel Be- % 
" ings ; if as created Beings, how could they wholly paſs by the Creator? if ir 

aS wncreated, how could they at the ſame time believe them to be crea- _”” 


: 
'. 


t ed by him 2 oa = :- 5 | . 2. | 
V P. I. G. was aware of this, for he puts the queſtion concerning Dial. p. 
the Heathens, how thoſe who acknowledged one Supreme Being, coul thin 419. 
y 8 | . fed » # 
any others to be truly and properly Gods befides him? And he reſolves it 
thus, that the generality of the Heathens had no clear and diſtin Notion 


of one Supreme Being; but only the Wiſer Philoſophers,  *% 
P. D. By this anſwer, none but the dul and. ſtupid Vulgar could be | 
guilty of 7dolatry, ſuch who believed (if any did) there were no other + 
Gods beſſales their Images; or if there were, they neveſiconſidered more, 
than that they were all called Gods alike, and they knew no Diſtinction 
between one Chief and the reſt : But if they happened t0Pippaſe one Su. 
preme and the others made by him, as ] have ſhewed from Tertullian they 
generally did, then they are free from 7dolatry in all Acts of Worſhip = 
performed with that Opinion. For if 7dolatry doth ſuppoſe a Belief of 
more Gods tha one Muy and properly ſo called, then all thoſe who did 
own and acknowledge one firſt Cauſe from whence all other Beings were 
derived, could not be guilty of it, and conſequently all thoſe who had 
the trueKnowledge off could not commit 7dolatry,becauſt they could 
not at the ſame time belleve but One 7; Cod, and many true Gods. 15 


| And 


* 


35 
# 


& 2 1 5 
* 


* 
4 "/ » 

0 8 * + e * be 

F Tae f — 

4 * 

* * 

4 „ 
* 


1 1 


x 
4 o 
bo 
1 
FS 


1 ; " 
It - , [ 
1 | 5 
0 3 — 
- * 0 
: * 1 | C4 
] + 1 . 
T. * GS... * 
: — 


A 


to 


1 to be 


| 
[ 
| + 
| 955 
| 4 
| 
| 
| F % 
| i 
A "S «+ | S ; 
| 1 8 1 7 & 
1 


o have toldius, That they could find no difference between the 
common Peoples 10 4 
Gods. And thus the Parallel holds good ſtill. But the common Peo- 
ple, though more gro in their Apprehenſions, and do commit greater 
PFollies in their Practices, may yet be ſafer in their Ignorance, than 
thoſe who ought to inform them better. But when we enquire what 35 
lawful, we muſt not run to the Practices or Opinions of the Yulgar, as 
T. G. doth here; but to the State of the Caſe, as it was managed by 
thoſe who beſt underſtood it. And they did not put it upon that ]i- 
ſue, whether it were-lawful to worſhip many independent Deities; but whe- 
ther it were lamful to give Divine Noi ſhip to any created geings, on the ac- 
count of that Power Ga Authority which God hail put into their Ts ; 
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if this were not Idolatry, Celſus and Julian ch ought Heatheniſm 


juſtified, and the Doctrine of Chriſtianity overthrown; and fo did Ori- 
gen, S. Cyril, and S. Auguſtin too. 
5.) The Modern 7dolaters will be eiu too, if the Nature of 

A doth conſiſt in a Multitude of independent Deities, or of Gods tru- 
ly and ** ſo called: For Dr. St. hath proved abundantly, that the , 
Eaſtern, Weſtern, Southern and Northern Nations, which are, or have | 
been charged. with 1dolatry by the Roman Church, do own one Supreme 
God, and others asvinferior Deities. And this he chiefly proves from the 

Teſtimonies of thoſe of the Roman Church, who have been ſent as Mis 
 oners to convert them from * Laalug 1 d what faith 17. G. to 

that ? b 5 47488 > 11 
R. P. Truly he had fra) to „ eat to it, 7 75 4 Friend, 0} 25 
bim in mind of it, he hath aulled —_— 'by way of . 


P. D. All in 1 time: 


on that Idolaters went upon, that there as one en 1 7 "many 3 = Wu 
rior Deities, as Dr. St. hath proved of the“ Arabians, + 22 5 e : Defen 
mans, (who are ſhewed to have no other + Eſteem of the — Dei 

ties than you have of your Saints, and that they give ogg 


— 


Worſhip to them, and to their Images ) and of the Very "Ta art 1 
We bans +, and * Northern 2 5 how then can | by #541. 
make it appear to any Man of common Senſe, that the N Nature oy: F 10. wp p. 8 
* P. 157. 
: '.Y 


latry lies in the worſhipping many Cy uf Gods 2 If T. G. were ſeit up 
on a Miſſion to them, I would fain know by what Argument de cold” 
convince any of theſe of Jzolatry > T. G. charges them with"), 

for worſhipping many Gods truly and 2 ſo called : The deny it. 
ſay they worſhip only one Supreme, and ot hers in ſubordination: 
hath 7. G. further to ſay Will he tell them, he knowgibe 
they do, than they do themſelves 2 I fay therefore it is impoſſible upon 
7, G;s Principles, to convince theſe Heathens of Jbl But there is 
x thing, I think, very material in this Diſcourſe concergig ng 
Modern Idolaters . which i is, T. G. inſinuates, that all bougli me he Wo | 
wiſer ſort of Heathens might underſtand the difference bet Deen th, 


tter what 


Detties,, was a e long 
barbar rou | Yar 

Romans, to imagine them to 2 more Peay 15 — an the” 22 2 
and Weſt-Indians. I will confeſs freely to you, that 1 unk/there yas © 

not a more abſurd and impious Scheme of Divinity extant- in the 1 
| barbarous Parts of the World, that are come to our "than 
the Poeticgl: $ | of the Greets and Romans, if it be vnde e his . | 
terally; and therefore the common People who had the 70m, in migh-". 
ty Eſteem, lay under great advantages 3 but yet, the Poetica Fables 
being rejected by their Laws, as well as by their wiſe Men, and the'Poers 
themſelves onſelſing one ſupreme rw but above 8 the narural ſenſe 1. 


2 Ws; 


© 


* 
i 
* 


. _ : 
. N 3 = 
PÞ- * 
% . 
> 


ale <5, [ 5 
tog. =” 
$i an amd ST, 
1 
A 
4 4 


. 


148 CONFERENCES concerning the 


ſing it over, which it is not hard to conjecture. But I thank y 


Conſcience, did keep up the Notion of one God among the People, 550 


0 g the Romans, did not eſteem and worſhip 


many Gods properly ſo called. 


F. P. But methinks, you ſeem to have forgotten T. G.'s Appendix 
about the Modern Idolatry, as well as he had to write about it, till he 


was put in mind by a Friend. 


— F 
8 


P. D. J am not very apt to believe 7. & could forget ſo material a 
part of the Doctor's Book : But there was ſome other Reaſon for paſ- 
u for 
putting me to ask you, why he thought it ſo unneceſſary to ſpeak to it 
R. P. Firſt, becauſe the Doctor reduces their Worſhip to one of theſe two 
Principles, either that God hath committed the Government of the World to 


inferior Deities ; or that God is the Soul of the World: Now T. G. having 
proved that thoſe who do hold the latter Principle, are guilty of Tdolatry ; 
aud thoſe who hold the former, of the exterior Profeſſion of it, in concur- 
ring with the Hulgar in the external Practice of their Idolatry git would 


eee to repeat the fk cling ene ge, l. 
P. P. This is ſcarce a tolerable Shift ; for the great force of that 


Diſcourſe lay in two Things; (1.) The almoſt wiverſal Conſent of Ido- 


. . laters, that there was one ſupreme God, againſt 7. G.'s Hypotheſis of ma- 


ny Gods truly and properly ſo called. ( 2. ) That all theſe were charged 
with 7dolatry by the Roman Church; and therefore according to the 


| ſenſe of that, Idolatry could not lie in worſhipping many independent and 
abſolute Deities. But the prettieſt Shift, is, that he had condemned the 


Platoniſts for the exterior Practice of Tdolatry, in concurring, with the V. ul- 
gar, and therefore he need not ſpeak to whole Nations, who — in 
— | 2 that 


amici. 1 


| ſhould he be credited in any thing he faith? But this 


—— tea © 
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were given to quoting ends of Verſes, I would cry, "Riſum teneatis 


R. P. Secondly, the Force 
p. D. And what then? ought he not to examine and diſprove 
en: = 61 4 8 5 
py R. P. No ſuch Matter; he hath found out a far better way than that; 
he yore 3 St. hath forfeited all Right of being believed in things 
that kind. 4 F 3 | 
* D. Commend me to 7.6. for ſhifting. _ This is really the nota- 
bleſt Trick I ever met with. He finds abundance of Authors quoted, 
both new and old, to prove ſomething he doth not like. What ſhould 
he do? Muſt he ſearch and examine them one by one ? No, that is in- 
tolerable ; And how if they prove true? Therefore the only way is to 
ſay, he bath loſt all Credit in his Citations. Which is as mucſi as to ſay, 
he deſerves to ſtand in the Pillory for ſaborning Matneſſes, and why 
| ut chi ea very high Ac- 
cuſation, and 7. G. in Common Juſtice is bound to pro it, or elſe he de- 
ſerves the ſame Infamy himſelt. fr 294 B*,) 

R. P. Ves, he proves it, by his notorious miſrepreſenting and com 
the Fathers. + =”, 3. | 
P. D. I think I have ſufficiently cleared the Doctors Integrity and 

Faithfulneſs therein; but I am ſure you cannot fo well clear 7. G. from 
bearing Falſe Witneſs againſt his Brother. i 2 ou. © 
R. P. But he gives one Inſtance in this Caſe, viz. 4Teſtimany of Tri- 
gautius, wherein he tranſlates, Certum Triadis modum inducit quo tres 
Deos in unum deinde Numen coaleſcere fabulatur They worſhip the 
Trinity after a certain manner, with an Image having three Heads, and one 
Body. T. G. faith, an ordinary Reader will here find neither Head nor 
Foot. 8 - os 5 op | 1 y 
P. D. That is very ſtrange, when there are three. But muſt T. 6.'s 
Quibble deſtroy all Dr. Sts Credit? Any one that reads 7rigautius wil! 
find he exactly expreſſed his Senſe : But our Dionyſius will make him 
conſtrue Word for Word, or elſe he muſt be ſer in the Pillory, for ſub- 
orning Teſtimonies. Methinks this favours a little too much of Diony- 
frus indeed. OO... "0" 1 ; 
RP. But he charges him more with another Tefimomy of Trigautius, 
where he leaves out the Emphatical Words which ſhew the difference between 
the Worſhip which the Chineſes give to Confutius, and to the Tutelar Spi- 
rits. Por firſt, he omits the Ceremony of the Magiſtrates taking the Oath 
before the Tutelar Spirits: Then he leaves oat what Trigautius Arms, That 
the Worſhip was not the ſame. (3.) He omits Nam and Divinam ; which 
ſhew theiReaſon of the difference to be the Divine Power which they believ d 
to be in the Tutelar Spirit. . * W 
Pi. D. And what if 7. G. be miſtaken as to every one of theſe 2 ſhall 5 
we not applaud him for a Man of wonderful Integrity, and moſt com- 
mendable Ingenuity 2 (a Dr. Sr. doth not omit the Ceremony of the 
a e taking their Oath to or before theſe Tutelar Spirits; for he 
faith expreſſy, that the Mandarines are to ſwear in the 7, emple bf the Lu- Defence 
telar Spirit when they enter into their Office : And he particularly inſiſts p. 112. 
upon it, as one of the Inſtances of the Allowances the Jeſuits gave to 
their Converts to go and perform all External Acts of Adoration in tlie 
Temple of the Tutelar Spirits, provided they directed all thoſe 2 95 8 
5 * Crucifix 


A 


Defence, 
p. 136. 


Ceuciſſx which they held int 


heir Hands, or conveyed ſecretly amon | 
the Flowers of the Altar. ( He diſtinguiſhes the Worſhip of Confuri- 
us from that of the Tutelar Spirits. For he faith in that very place, 


| that they make no Prayers to him, neither Jeek, nor hope for any. thing from 
him ; but that they acknowledge the Tutelar Spirits to have power to reward 


and puniſh. Ts not this enough to ſhew the difference of their Worſhip to 
any Men of Common Senſe ? (3.) Is not a Power to reward and puni 
in the 7utelar Spirits ſet down by Dr. St. out of Trigautius? And to what 
end ſhould he then leave out Nam and Divinam, but that he thought 
them needleſs when the Senſe was exprefled, But the Birchen Scepter 
would be of little uſe, unleſs Dionyſius ſhewed his Authority upon ſuch 
Occaſions. Judge you now whether upon the account of ſuch pitiful 
Cavils, Dr. St. hath forfeited his Right of being believed in his Cita- 
ti wot 3 | fn 8 by 

R. P. T. G. gives a Third Reaſon, viz. becauſe it appears from bis own 
Citations, that theſe Modern Idolaters eithergvorſhipped a Falſe God for the 
True one ; or Falſe Gods together with the True one, if they worſhipped him 
at all. „ 425 by 
P. D. This can be no Reaſon at all; for Dr. St.s Deſign was to 
ſhew. that Tuferior Deities were Falſe Gods; and that it was dolatry to 


give Divine Worſhip to Creatures, although Men did acknowledge one ſu- 


preme Cod. But unleſs T. G. can prove theſe Falſe Gods to have been 
Gods truly and properly ſo called; i. e. Abſolute and Independent 
Deities , his ypotheſis is utterly overthrown by this Diſcourſe of 


Dr. St. which was the true Reaſon he had no mind to meddle 


with it. „ | : 8 
R. P. Laſtly, It 3s not credible, he faith, that the Cardinals de propa- 
ganda Fide, with the full Conſent of the Pope, ſhould make ſuch Decrees 
about Idolatrous Adts, as ſhould condemn the giving External Alls of Worſpip 
to Saints and Images as Idolatrous. 8 4 
P. D. Dr. St. punctually produced the Reſolution made by the Card:- 
nals about the Worſhip of Confutius, and the performance of External 
Ads of Idolatry in the Temple of the Tutelar Spirits, by the Jeſuits Con- 
verts in China. He names the Date, the Place of Printing it, and faith 
the Copy he had ſeen was atteſted by a Publick Notary : Nay, he directs 
I. G. where he might ſee not only the Decree, but an Explication of it. 
And aſter all, ij not this Credible 2 | 15 

KR. P. Dr. St ſets down the Reſolutions, and doth not let us know what 
the Queries were. 1 al. 

P. D. He thought thoſe might be eaſily underſtood by the Caſe ; viz. 

about performing the ſame External Ads of Worſhip with Idolaters, but 
with a different Intention: i e. The Mandarins were permitted by the 


* 


Feſuits to go into the Temple of Iutelar Spirits, and to uſe all the Ex- 


ternal Acts of Adoration which others uſedꝭ provided they directed them 


to the Crucifix and not to the Idol; which the Cardinals declare to be 


utterly unlawful, notwithſtanding this Intention. From whence Dr. Sr. 


obſerved, (1.) That they called the Vorſpig of the Tatelar Spirits Ido- 
latry, although they looked on them only a8 inferior Deities ; and con- 


*, 


ſequently, Idolatry doth not conſiſt in worſhipping many Abſolute ard In- 


dependent Gags, or truly and properly ſo called. (a,) That Iuferior Worſhip 
on the account of Created Excellency, is unlawful, hen it appears to be 
Religious. This he proved from their condemning the Worſhip of Confu- 
tius, Which the Feſuzts allowed. And 7 G. is ſo much miſtaken in think- 


a ing 


a 
| 
p 
' 
] 
| 


3 


gaubius by 


1 g that Dr. 3. — | amo) 
confounding the Worſhip of Cf an ar "Sy 5 + 


t is the ſtronger for che rio 
10 Prayersibe made to Confu no. Divine 
as in the Tutelar Spirits, yet beeaule: 
his Image in it; and all ot Bxtermal N a 
ionc) M. ax-Candles, Incenſe and ering 3* (fag? 

to Tmages Without Prayers) yet theſe arg condem wy as Lhlatroug 110 
although the Cardinals might not then W on the Conſequenc of this 
Reſolution, as to their Practices, vet I cannot but admite at the 
Wiſdom of that Providence which once direct aiophus to ſpeuk a great 
Truth beſide his Intention, that ſo over. ruled the Congreg ation of Cardi- 
vals to condemn their own 7dolatry undet the Namecof Seer Fot 
if the uſing thoſe Hxternal Acts of Adoration towards the Iadge 
tius be 1dolatry, Why ſhall it not be ſo here Prayers are add, y 
are in your Church to the Images ſet up in our Chyrdbes : 2 Let Z. C. tell 
me wherein the Nature of that Iablatry lay, which ted in External 
Atts of Adoration, without any Opinion of *Confutih Meing a Co truly 
and properly ſo called. (3.) That External Ats are capable: of Jablatry, 
however the Iutention of the Mind be directed. For although th Curd 
nals believed the Crucifx to be a proper Objed of Divine — y t thi ny 
— oh Als as Idolatrous * 1 were Arecked de t in. 
Tart 


cant; ns have filed theriwwith ſuch an Aadgaibeng: py 3 4 
hath no reaſon to thank his Friend for putting bim ig Do . 
much the WealWeſs of his Cauſe. For from — it farther appea pears that 
the Modern Jdolafers will likewiſe be excuſed, if the Nature of! Liblar. 
3 as A 6. pared in bag ec Ny ers truly antl Pr. 57 
calle Ws W % 

R. P. But yu are miſtaben if you: think T. G. place the mt of * 
Mblatry wholly in this, for he faith, That the Heatheus were guilty of Tap- 3 pag. 
latry in worſhiping Nature igſtead of God; either the: ſdveral parts'of the F. 
niverſe, as Sun, Moon, ajfStars; &c. underſtanding ' the ge by Jupiter, 
the Air by Juno, &c. or the Soul of the World, as the StoiCks did; where- 
by the FHleathens did, as T. G. often repeats it from Voſſius, Relicto Deo 
in Naturz Veneratione conſiſtere; forſaking God, Hay in the he es of 
th Creatures : And 4 this he quotes Athanaſius, S. Auguſtine, and A. 
thenagoras. 


p. D. It is ſuffi cient for Dr. S2.'s Deſign, if cue vr ß of mags, i . 


9 


Beings under one ſupr *od, wete [dolatiy- 
the Ztathens, for then it muſtgemain ſo among Ch iſtians 5 as well as ü 
ther and Adultery are the ſame whereever they@re found. But » 


| fine you have propoſed it, T ſhall conſider with yon how far the Hor. oy 


"ſhip of the Cregtures in general is 7do/atry. But I have ſome few-Que- 
Rios to ask — about th * of Tolatr. (I.) Whether you think 
the Higathens [dolatry did ye in worſhipping meer Matter 1s Sl Or, 
(2) In worſhippi 8 God as the Soul of the Worlh and 4 Parts | 
of it with reſpett t to him? Or, (3.) In ene nal buy i n 
'Ving all the; Woh to the” Creatures? © "3 | * 
R. P. In La ak 1 to ww, | ga Os: 


* 
3 a. . 
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TE ——_— N — — ths 
P. D. Dq you really waere ur worſhip meer Matter 
without Life, Senſe, or UndeManding, for G? For either they did be. 
lieve ſome ther Gee, or no 1f-they dd how is it poſſible they ſhould 
not worſhip. that Whieh-@uld-hear, and underſtand, and help. them; 
and worſhip that which could de hone of theſe 2 If they did not believe 
. any. other Gd, they were Atheiſts and nom ſaalaters. For are not thoſe 
Atheiſts who acknowWWge no other God but meer Matters. i e. nd God at 
vor ge all? Far ſo Voſſus himſelf faith, thoſe who held meer marrer to be God, 
1dolol. 1.7, verbo Deum fatebantur, re negubant: Did only ſeem to believe a God 
$ Fo whom they really deny;d. For what kind of Cod, ſaith he, was that 

which had neither Senſe nor Reaſon? — \(', wo, . 
R. P. It was Idolatyy\#hen to worſhip the arts of the World with à re- 
ſpect to God as the Soul of it 3: which as 7.6, faith his Poſtſcript, is to 

make a Falſe God. 4 n 1 a 1 | 07 * 
P. D. There are two Things which deſerve to be conſidered as to 
this Matter. (I.) In what Senſe making Ged the Soul of the World is 
| ſetting up a Fa gd (2) How far the 6extiles could be charged with 
1dolatry, who woWipped'the Parts of the World with reſpect to God as 

the. Som af it hr ie 5 e 
R. E, Do nat you think making God the Soul of the World is ſetting up a 

» Falſe Mf ih KOO pt Fe, FOOT OFF 

7 D. I pray tell me What you mean by the Soul of the World." For 
either yon mean the natural ſeries of Cauſes, or the more ſubtile and 
active Parts of Matter diffuſed through the Unziverſe,'' without Mind 
and Underſtanding':; or you mean an Intelligent Bring, which by Wiſdew 
and Providence orders and governs the World, but withal is ſo united 
to it, as the Soul is zo, the Body: If you mean the former, I ſay all ſuch . 
who held it were really 4theiſts, and only differed in the way of ſpeak- 
ing from thoſe who worſhipped, meer Matter: For let them call God the 
Soul of the World never ſo much, they mean no more than that there is 
no other God but the Power of Nature. If you mean au Underſtanding 
Being Governing the World, whoſe Eſſence is diſtin@ from Matter, but 
* yew ſuppoſe to be ſo united to it as the Saul is to the * then I pray 
tell me in what Senſe you make him to bg 4 ue God, and how it 
cope to be /delatry to worſhip the Parts ofthe World with reſpect to 

WR « - bd OME. 4d: 6 {1 40 * 15 . 
R. P. St. Auguſtin proves againſt Varro, that God was not the Soul" of 
the World; if there were any ſuch Thing, but the Creator and Maker of it: 

Dial. p. And he ſbems that this Opinion is attended with impiou and irreligious 

349% Conſequences. | \ Y 
1 0 P. D. I do not go about to defend the Opinion, but I hope I may 
1 | ask, Wherein the /dolatry lay of worſhipping one God under this Notion, 
| as he animated the World, and the ſeverg/ Parts of it? to, 

" Ag.c, K. P. In worſhipping the ſeveral Parts of the World with DivineWorſhip ; 
Gentes1 3. not with a reſpect to the Hay, but to God as the Soul of it; for therein 4- 
G 12% ęuinas placeth their /dolatry. : * 

P. D. Is Relative Latria Idolatry? * 
R. P. Why do you ask me ſuch an Impert 


nent Queſtion? 

P. D. N othing can be more pertinent, for this is mere relative 
Latria. 6 R - n Fe) bepprez — _— | 

R. P. It was Idolatry in them, but yet 

the Crucifec with reſpet? to @rif 


7 


* ſo in us When we worſhi p 


* 0 | 3 
+ 


K 


FP D. You 


* 


/ 


5 KIA. 


S XX 


DP 


1 


* 7 P. D. p. You maſks 


_ doch; Man's Vice was 


Adultery in them, pt 7 h diffete Ap 

F. P. Mou wde ths K alin, to the of Images; 
but yau-ſhall not. "For I ſayz their Idolalt ly we ſhipping God, as 

wind ro the Parts of the wht, and giwing 22 e hem on "lah. 
Account. 3 "4 en e 


N . 
7. P. will you land to is: * 


R. P. Why not? „ N 1 1 

P. D. Then I will prove n os Fe to be Ilan on . 
. fame Grounds. For in both Caſes there is a Suppoſition really ſalſe, 
but which being true, would juſtiſy the At of Worſhip; and if notwith- 
lune that Suppoſition, that Cod is the Soul Hr he World, the Worſhip- 
ping of Cd as ſo anited, is Idolatry, then the Worſhip of the Flt, not- 
withſtanding the Suppoſition of Chriſt's Body being united to tlie ſpecies, 
is /dolatry too; they being both Acts of®Adoration given to thoſe Ob- 
jets which in themſelves deſerve no Worſhip, but yet art adored upon 
ſuch a Suppolition, which being; he, would, juſt . erlormanceof 
them. We * 


R. P. You are much miſtaken in your rallel.” Far, wy 7 6. well Cabel.no 
e ally ot 


obſerved, in the worſhip of the Hoſt, the'A F Ader 
terininatted upon the Bread, ſuppoſing it to renal . 
conceive the Bread not to be there at all; bu | 
and Eternal God. And whatever is taken fir an 0bjettuf Worſhip th In. 
dierſtancling muſt affirm (either truly or falfly) to be ; but Cath , whe- 
ther miſtaken or not in the belief of Tranſubſtantiation; dope. in their 
Minds affirm the Bread.to be, but not to ße; becauſe they believer to be cons 
verted into the Body of Chriſt. , But they who we/ (gg od t Parts of the 
World, with 4 reſpett to. God” as the Soul af it, did. however belitwe 
thoſe to have à Real Being , ou ot ito be 2 into | the): e of 
God. | 8 

P. D. All that this-proves i is, that you do not ook the Bead it Jalf 
for God ; no more did they, who worſhipped the Parts of. the World; as 
Members of that Body to Which God was united as the Soul, take thoſe 
Parts for God. But in both caſes there is a Suppoſition equal to juſtify 
the Worſhip if true; aug if not withſtanding this Suppoſition, the Z7; 
thens were guilty of 1dolatry ; why are not you upon a r more 1 
ſonable Suppoſition than that 2 If Chriſt's Body be Pede in the Euc ha- 


ut we bal. 


riſt, you fay, you may worſhip it as there preſent; ſo ay they, if God 
be the Soul of the World, we may lawfully. worſhip the al Parts of | 
Zut you wh whatever is an ps of 4h muſt be 2 poſed to be; 

/ che Body of 

i ion ig not about the 

3 * Hi . * of the | , or not being of a fit 
Olje yowby this Inſtance: 

yes of e World was hy War- 


we. ore eco mk any = 7 8 for 
2 n 7 5 being 

ther on ſup- 
1 8 not remaingi "would not be 7 
hat it doth remain, it guld he Iualatry d I 


poſition, that thik wy FEE 
aolatry ; but on ſupp oſition 


Pray then an er me; Would'it be a oof, worſhip the Sun, 


ſoppoſe 


2 5 


be rhe be 7270 True 432, 433: 
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Catho. no 
Idol. p- 
328, 


on the Dzvini 2 2 
oth 


Sent in'what they worſhipped: © 


to the ahfanceof hb on of 


leaſt that ebe Ge 


* 4s ew, 
N. P. In one caſe wg may be ſuppoſed vo worſhip a Thing which's is; But in 
"the other we cannot Jeb, to wor ſhip that RE at the Jame time we 
believe not to le. 


P. D. If it be Idolatry to vWirſhip that as God, #bich is not God, Fg 
the Worſhip of the Hoſt may be 7dolatry, though you ſuppoſe the Bread 
not to be. For to ſuppoſe! that not to be, which realhy is, doth no more 


alter the Caſe, than to ſuppoſe that to beGod which is not; for that is to 
ſuppoſe that not to be a Creature which is. For the -Worſhippers of any 
Parts of the World might profeſs as ſolemnly as you do about the Bread, 
that if they did believe the Sun to be # meer Creature, the ſhould abhor the 
thoughts of worſhipping it; but believing it either to be God it ſelf, or at 


dip g uvited to it,; Why are not they as exculable as 
thoſe who des hey. Whor the thoughts of worſhipping the Bread ? 
But they belicus it not to I Bead, but the Body of the Son of God. 

R. P. But T. G. obſerves, that the Formal Term of 1dolatrous Worſbi 
is an undue O, vi 


"Dh if no 1 0 Formal Object in their 1 


beats — to that whit arfcars to be mety Breed) 2 If If they who wor- 
ſhip the Sen, on the account of the Diuinity which is in it, or united 
to it, be yet guilty of /dolatry, becauſe though on ſuppoſition the Divi- 

nity were ſo united, the Wor hip would be lawful, yet the ſuppoſition be- 
ing falſe, they are guilty of Hdolatry 5 why then ſhould not thoſe be 

equally guilty of it, who worſhip a Divinity: as gyeſent under the ſpecies 
of Bread, if the fabſancs of Bread doth ſtill remain: for then the Wor- 
ſhip, however Intended, falls upon 2 meer Creature, as it did in the for- 
mer Caſe. . 


R. P. Thoſe ;% Yor flipped the Swe, did ſuppoſe the ſubbance of the Sun 


ftill to vemaim; but Catholicks do not ſuppoſe the fubſtance of Bread 


to 2 5 but | in * reef do worſhip the only True and Eternal 
Co, "4:2 


Pi. P. It is 0 tht did ſuppoſe the ſubſtance, of. , the Sun to remain, 


but they did not intend to terminate their Worſhip on that ſubſtance, but 
ted to it; and to ſuppoſe that not to be Bread which is 
really Bread, no mite excuſe from Tolatry, than ſuppoſing that #0! 
to be a meer Creature, which really is no more. But to drive this Matter 
home to you, I will ask a farther Queſtio 


Ar: 5 he is One A !?!! 
K. P. Suppoſe they were. 
P. D. Did not they believe there was vo oft 


* And what follows: — * 


e Idelatry, TR the Dro ante . 


i Creature"Inſtead of the Creator; But hits, Jar * 


Were thoſe Jdolaters wilo 
worſhipped the Parts of the Worli as a a of the Lee of God him- 


. 


ff WS. . ˙·⁰ « aut 


* * 
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= 5 D. Do you not perceive 2 That to ſuppoſe that not eder 
by 15, and that 0 be which is not; doth not excuſe from Nolatr y. „ 
F. P. I muſt talk a little farther with TC. about this Matter. Bunt 
1 have another Reaſon yet to charge the Mut hen with LAlolat xy, viz. | 
hat they forſook the ey. of the Creator, aid Maid i in the N of 2 
Creature. 
p. D. Do you mean chat they gave him no Ekernal Worlhip, or Thi 
they gave him no Worſhip at all? Or do you think any that believed a 
God, gave him no inward Worſhip, i. e. no Neverenoe- or Eſteem ſuita- 1 
_ to his Excellency 2 a N 
N. P. Why do you ask theſe Queſtions > Wa. fs I Vn 
P. D. Becauſe many of the Heathens thought Eren Worſhip, Fob Defence, 
neath the Excellency of the Supreme God, as Dr. S“. hath fully fhew- 7. 8 
ed from the Teſtimonies of Porphyrius, Numa, the Platoniſts, the Man- 
darins in China, and the Tuca's of Peru. Is it then Idolatry to deny Ex- 
ternal Worſhip to God out of Reverende to his an and to give it 
to Inferior Beings 2? [7 
R. P. It is Idolatry to give all External Wor ſhip ha his Creatures, md 
to reſerve none to himſelf ; ; becauſe ſome External Worlhip is ws to 
him. 
P. PD. Af External Worſhip be due to God, it is not W abe he ds 
it, but becauſe it is fit for us his e to 8 our 2 to 
him as our Creator. | i 
R. P. Be it ſo. | 0 5 
P. D. Ought not that pur ur then 1 to his fo a to! — 
as to manifeſt the different Eſeem we have of __ Creator and his 
Gn W 5 get 
5 P. Yes. f | HOI $5512 -3& Ce 7112 1 | 
P. D. Is it not then an Tajury to | God! 8 er to give that Worſhip, p 
which ought to be peculiar to himſelf, to any of his Creatures, a and that 1759 
which the Scriptare calls Idolatry? e 
R. P. But how will you know what External Ads .of Mor pip 
— are which are peculiar to God? for therein lies the un oe 
culty. | * 
P. D. Either we ſuppoſe God to have revealed his will * Mankind, 
or not. If not, we have the Light of Nature, and the Conſent of Man- 
tind to direct us; if he hath, we muſt conſider the Revelation he hath 
made of his il in this Matter. For ſince Cod hath the Power to de- 
termine our Duty, and he knows beſt what makes for his Honour, iti is 
but juſt and reaſonable that we ſhould judge of theſe things according 
to his Vill. What he appoints as due to himſelf, becomes due by his 
Appointment ; and to give that to another which he hath made due on- 
ly to himſelf, is without queſtion the giving the Worſhip due to God to 
his Creatures; which is /dolatry. Our Buſineſs therefore is, to conſider 
/ Whether God hath appropriated any Acts of Worſhip to himſelf; what 


b 
. 4 * 1 


_ * thoſe Ads are; how far the Obligation of them doth extend to un 
what we find to that purpoſe in the Doctrine of Chriſt and his Apaſtles;ñ 


what the Senſe of the Chriſtian Church hath been concerning them in the 
beſt and pureſt times of it. If you can think 5 any better Ways than 
theſe, I pray acquaint me with them. Or he 
R. P. I ſee what you are coming to, viz. Z. he App propriate Aﬀs of Di- "142,05 
vine Worſhip ; but before we debate that Buſineſs, I have nete more 
= to ſay to you about the Heathen Idolatry. . £11414 
— —.— P. D. What 


r 
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P. D. What is that: N . 

Dial. p. N. P. T. G. obſerves, that the Heathens did worſhip their Gods as ta. 
rers with Jupiter in the Divine Power and Authority, and upon that account 

believed them to be truly and. properly Gods, in whoſe Power it was to beſtow” 


* 


thoſe Benefits: upon them, which they deſired, and they were - juſtly charged 


P.425- with Idolatry by the Fathers for ſo doing. And he obſerves from T. Cod. 
win in his Roman Antiquities, that ſome were Gods ' by their own' Right, 
others only by right of Donation : Of the former ſort were thoſe who were 
Partners in the Government of the World. Now, faith he, fo give wor- 
p. 431. ſhip to any other beſides God, as a ſbarer with him in it, though but in this or 
that Particular, will be Idolatry ; and in this Confideration , were there no 
other, they might be jujtly charged with it by the Fathers; but in our Church 
we own God to be the ſole Giver of every good and perfect Gift, and make 
our Addreſſes to Angels and Saints as his Miniſters and Servants,not to obtain 
of them the Benefits we defire, but of God alone by their Tnterceſſion through 
his only Son and our only Redeemer Feſus Chriſt, as the Council of Trent 
hath declared. , akon G2 
P. D. Here are two Things to be cleared, (1.) How far the Hea- 
thens did make other Gods ſharers with the Supreme in the Government 
of the World. (2.) How far your Opinion and Practice differ from 
theirs. . 5 ; | NY! DO. 

1. How far the Heathens did make other Gods. fharers with the Su- 
preme in the Government of the World. For which we are to conſider 
a double Hypotheſis which was received among the Heathens. | 

Firſt, Of thoſe who worſhipped the ſame God under ſeveral Names 

ä and Jitles with reſpect to particular Powers; which Dr. St. proved 
Dr. st. De- from Plotinus, Plutarch, Apuleius, and your own Simon Majolus, who 
457, 458. on this account commends the Poetict Theology beyond that of Fytbago- 
Aug. de 745 and Socrates. And this Eyppotheſis S. Auguſtin takes particular notice 
Civit. Dei, Of, viz. That the ſame God was Jupiter above, Juno in the Air; Neptune 
I. 4. c. 11. in the Sea, and in the bottom of it Salacia, Pluto apon Earth, Proſerpina 
under it, Veſta in the Hearth, Vulcan in the Forge, Apollo in Oracles, 
Mercury in Trade, Mars in War, Ceres in Corn, Diana in the Mood, 
Minerva among, Wits ; with many more which he reckons up , and then con- 
cludes, that 41 theſe Gods aud Goddeſſes are but one Jupiter; or the ſeve- 
ral Parts and Powers of the ſame Cod; and this , he faith, was the Opi- 
vion of many learned, and great Men among them. ( Quz ſententia velut 
magnorum multorumq; Doctorum eſt.) All theſe made »o ſharers in 
Divinity by believing them to be 7-uly and properly Gods, but only difte- 

rent Titles and Powers of the ſame God. 

Secondly, There was another Hypotheſis more general than this, vx. 
of one Supreme God and many inferior who were employed by him. Of 
which you may remember the Words of Tertullias, that the greateſt part 
aſſerted the Supreme Power to be in One, and the ſubordinate Offices to be in 
many. And Orofius faith, that both the Philoſophers aud common Heathens 

8 Xs oo. Jhipped many Inferior and Subſervient Gods. In the Council of Carthage, 
p.. El. under Cyprian, Saturninus a Tucca: (who was both a Biſhop and Confeſſor) 


Goulart. faith,” that the Heathen 1dolaters did acknowledre and confeſs the Sapreme © 


Fatt i. God, Father and Creator. And this was ſo known a thing, that Fuaſtus 


20. c. 10. the Manithee charged the Chriſtians with being of the ſame Faith with the 
Pagans, as to one Supreme God. Although therefore rhe Heathens did 
own and worſhip many Gods, yet they looked on them as inferior 2 


" 


Oroſ. 1.6. 47d believe One God the Author of all Things ; but under this God they wor- 
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ſubordinate to the Supreme * and only employed by him in the Admini- 
[tration of things under him. And as for the Partners you mention, 


hey were not ſuch quoad plenitudinem poteſtatis; but only made uſe of 
"Weir particular Offices; you know the Diſtinction; and it ſerves 


better here than in the Court of Rome. But I cannot but wonder, when 


7. 6, had upbraided Dr, Sz. for two Pages together with his Father Livy, Dial. p. 


Father Varro, Father Cicero, Father Seneca, Father Virgil, Sc. he : 


ſhould at laſt ſink ſo low as to quote Father T. G. in his Roman Autigui- 
ties againſt him; ſurely any one of thoſe Fathers in a matter of Roman 
Antiquities WOU Id weigh down a hundred Father T. G.'s; and yet even 
this Teſtimony doth not prove that the Gods that were ſuppoſed to be 
in Heaven by their own right were Supreme and independent Deities, but 
the Dij conſentes were of a higher Rank than the ſemidei or indigites, the 
one having been always in Heaven according to the Platoniſts Suppoſi- 
tion, the other being aſſumed from among Men; which comes at laſt 
to the Diſtinction of Angels and Saints. . | 

2. How far your Opinion andPractice do differ from theirs. And here 
pray remember that I go not about to compare the Heathen Gods witli 


Angels and Saints as to their Excellencies, for the Apoſtle tells us; how- 


16, 317. 


ever the Gentiles intended it, they did really ſacrifice to Devils and not to 


God: But I am only to compare the Heathens Notion of Worſhip and 
yours together, And if you do allow Gods by participation, viz. Spirits 
aſſumed into ſuch a ſhare of Government as to have the care of ſome 
Things and Places committed to ſome more than to others ; and if Ad- 
dreſſes and Supplications are allowed to be made to them on that ac- 
count, I deſire to know how the Heathens are juſtly charged with 7do- 
latry,- and you not? Was it /delatry to pray to Diana as an inferior Dei- 
ty which preſided over Hunting, and is it none to pray to S. Hubert on 
the like account > Was it dolatry to pray to Yeſta to preſerve from the 
Fire, and is it-none to pray to S. Agatha? If two Perſons in the ſame 
Storm prayed as to their Zutelar Deities, the one to Neptune, the other 
to S. Paul; is the one guilty of Zdolatry, and the other not? If two Wo- 
men in Travail prayed for help, the one to Lacina, the other to the B. 


Virgin, is the firſt only guilty of Idolatry? They might be accuſed of 
Hnorance and Folly in making a bad choice, but I do not fee how the 


Heathens could be charged with dolatry, and not the other. When Saints 
are Canonized to be Particular Patrons of Places, as S. Roſa lately for Pe- 


u; why may not the Inhabitants make particular ' Addreſſes to her as 


their Patroneſs, and Tutelar Deity , as Lipſius did to the B. Virgin? Ts 
not this to make ſuch a Saint a ſharer in the Government of the. World, 
as much as the /Zeathens did their Zutelar Gods under one Supreme? And 


therefore upon 7. Gs own ground, you are as juſtly charged with 1de- 


latry as the FHeathens were. ahne Heathens did not look on their Tu- 
telar Gads as the Original Givers, but as the ſubordinate Miniſters. | 


R. P. But as 7. G. faith, we do not ot them to obtain the things we 


dejire, but that they would be our Interceſſors with God for us. 


P. D. T'wonder 7. G. would ſay this again without anſwering what 
Dr. St. had ſaid in his late Defence to ſhew 99 That the very words 293, 
ol the Council of Trent do allow more than 4 


Def. E. 


are ha ie" a 2.)That for- 


mat Prayers to them to beſtow Bleſſings, are allowed and practiſed among 

them; of which he produdes ſeveral Inſtauces of preſent uſt in the ap- Pags, Oe 

proved Books of Devotion. (3.) That ſuch Prayers do not contradict 

any received Doclrine of the Roman Church : and he challenges J. G. P. zoo. 
| to 


* 
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to ſhew, what Article of your Creed, what Decree of your Church, what 
Doctrine of your Divines it doth contradict, for any Man to pray di. 
| rectly to the Virgin Mary for the Deſtruction of Herefies , ſupport under 
| | Troubles, Grace to withſtand Temptations, and Reception to Glory ? A 
| what can we beg for more from God himſelf > But I do not yet under. 
ſtand how you can charge thoſe Zeathens with 7dolatry, who owned q | 
Supreme God and worſhipped inferior Deities as ſubordinate to them, and 
their Images; but the Charge will return upon your ſelves. 
Re. P. Will you never be ſatisfied? Did not T. G. ſay, They were 
Dial. p. juſtly charged with it on Two Accounts. (I.) Becauſe thoſe Images were 
497+ inſtituted by Publick Authority , for the Worſhip of falſe Gods ; and they 
concurred with the Vulgar in all the External Practices of their 1dolatr,, 
(2.) Becauſe, though in their Schools they denied them to be Gods, yet they 
gave Divine Honour to them as the People did. 
P. D. You muſt excuſe me, Sir; I have ſuch an Imperfection in my 
Underſtanding, that it will not be fatisfy'd, without the Appearance at 
leaſt : of Reaſon ; which, I confeſs, I cannot yet ſee in this Anſwer, 
For, I pray, how comes it to be 7dolatry in them, who give only an 
Inferior and Relative Worſhip, if that Worſhip be not 7dolatry ? 
Dial. p. R. P. T. C. ſaith, They were not guilty of Internal Idolatry, but of Ex- 
438. ternal ; complying, with the Vulgar, who did worſhip them as truly and pro- 
perly Gods ; and that in ſuch à manner that they were judged to do the fame 
720g Aud therefore, it was at leaſt an Exterior Profeſſion of Idolati in 
them. ET: 
Pe. D. But you have not yet proved, That the Gentiles did worſhip 
many Independent Gods : And I have very lately ſhewed the contrary, 
from the expreſs Teſtimonies of the Fathers ; and therefore this An- 
{wer doth not reach to theCaſe. Yet ſuppoſe, that againſt the general 
Senſe of underſtanding Men, the Common People ſhould take the Jrfe- 
rior Gods for Independent and Abſolute Deities; Is not this the Caſe of 1 
your own Church? As Dy. St. obſerved, the Common People take 1 
their Images for Gods, or take the B. Virgin for the Queen of Heaven, and 9 
0 
0 
| 


pray to them accordingly ; which is both Internal and External Idolatry 
in them; however 7. G. and their Learned Men, comply with them in 
all their External Acts of Worſhip : Are they guilty of the Exterior Pro- 
Feſſion of Idolatry, or not? SN [ Rn | 
Dial. Pp. R. P. IT thought where you would be: But it is the ſame Caſe of ſome 
* few Men complying with a Common and Publick Cuſtom of Idolatrous Mor- | 
ſhip ; and of thoſe who follow the Publick Profeſſion, and do the ſame Ads 
with ſome Private Men, who turn them to Idolatrous Worſhip 2 
P. D. But if the Publick Profeſſion of the Gentiles was to worſhip One 
Dial. p. Supreme God, as I have already proved, then the Caſe is the very 
444 A1ame, as to the Profeſſion and Pradtice of Idolatry; which is the main 
thing inſiſted on. And the ſhewing of many other Circumſtantial Dit- 


| ferences will not vary the Caſe, and deſtroy the Parallel. Tf this be 

ſ all you have to add about the Heathen Idolatry, I pray let us come to 

| the Appropriate Adts of Divine Worſhip. For, ſince God may appro- 
priate Acts of Worſhip to himſelf ; ſince upon that they become due 
only to him; ſince Idolatry is Giving to the Creature the Worſhip due to 
God; Dr. St. from hence proves, That they who do thoſe Als, 

; 2 way of Worſhip, to any Creature, muſt be guilty of Id o- 
arry. n | 


* 


: ; R. P. As 
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l F. As to this mighty Argument, 2 0.6 ich, — th 1 TN oy | 
= a in it, are the "many — 75 * We 4785 * 


0 oy * 75 


one time: Tale 15 of rt you es, te you 161d 
and not ramble from one to another. | n 
R. P. What i it hon underſtund by Appropriate 0 ler Divine War big — 
For more or leſs may be required, and ſo the Term be equiovcal, it 11 ew OS 
P. D. I mean ſuch, which by his Appointment and Command * | 2. 
come due to him : And by his kran to give them to oy cr, f 
they become due only to him. &. 
R. P. There is ſomething ftill wanting to nale ebe Argument cuachſve Dil. p. 
ain us ; which is, That God hath fo tied theſe As to hig om N r ſhip, 448. 
Jo in all Caſes, ad _ all Occafions imaginable , „ they becomi i 
nicable to any other, and this ſo faſined to them, that it cannot be ſepatared - 
from them. For if the N may be ſeparate upon any Accounts, 8 
we may and will pretend it il. | an 
P. D. How doth it appear notary? char ſuch — 
be in all Circumſtances? Is it not ſufficient that it " * Acts of Ro- 
ligious Worſhip 2 For inſtance, Adbration is an appropiate Alf of Divine * 
Worſhip, but he doth not hereby etelude mens bowing to each other on a 
d account of civil Reſpect; but where the Circumſtances of Time, Place, 
mn &c. do ſhew it is for Religious Worſhip, there Dr. ot. faith it ought/to - / 
: be given to none elſe but God. e Gs: 5 
Ip R. P. But if thoſe Acts be communicable to any her? Gaftdes God, as li- Dial. p. A 
Ys mited with ſuch and ſuch Circumſtances, they are not :abſollittly appropriated 449. 
n- to God in all caſes and * al accounts imaginable 3 and ſo the een 5 
al doth not conclude." . 
— | p. D. I wonder to ' you talk at this rate. For the 7 orce of. your 
of Argument lies in this, If it be lawful-ro bow to one another ona civil 
ſe Account, then Re/igzoug-Worſhip is not appropriated. to God ; What a 
id ſtrange Conſequence is this ? Dr. Sm doth ſay, that the Circumſtances 
ry of Time and Place, &c. 00 pu « @efbcient Diſcrimination between Acts 
in of Civil and Religious Worſhip.; as between elting and drinking upon a 
o natural account at a mm Table „and eating and drinking at the 
Euchariſt. Mhat a ſenſſeſs way of reaſoning were this, for a Man to 


3 


1e ſay, that eating and drinking could not ny. appropriated to that Act 
of Divine Worſhip in Celebration of the Lord's Supper; Becauſe Men We 
's eat and drink upon other Occaſions 2 It is true, they do ſo and 
do ſo if they would live; but what then? May not Chriſt therefort "7M 
e inſtitute a Supper of his own, with ſuch Rites and Solemnities 


ing to it, as may ſüfficiently diſcriminate it from a common eating and 
drinking ? And were it not a Jhofrible Prophanation to appoint ſuch a 
Supper as that of our Lord's i in commemoration of S. HFaucis, or - 
natius Loyola 2 T ſee, I muſt put ſome Queſtions to you to make v 

apprehend this a little better, than T fear you do. Is not e en. 
tion of the Eucbariſt an apphopriate 4 {of Divine Worſhip” now; under 
the * l A Wo + #4 1 5 a) 4 . 919 3. . 

N I do not well know whats 1 mean. n 

P. D. S0 I r by: your way of talking. Is Wlaw 


3 


„„ 0 ww CÞ 1 * pw 


R together at Maſs, to ſer apart Bread and Wine, and 5 to par- P 
take of them with a 9 8 to commemorate 8 1 x) St. Roſa, 
25 ork a Solemnity 2 iN A ARE” 5 OY . 
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R. P. I think not; becauſe that would be 4 prophane Imitation of | 


vn of them to God when the Circumſtances declare it to be an Ad of 


, Fows. * 


our Lord's Supper, which was inſtituted by Chriſt himſelf for the Com. 


1 


memoration of his own Sufferings. wt 


F } 7 W 15 
But is it not lawful to eat Mad and to drink Wine toge. 


41 


R. P. Who doubts of that 2 3 
fame Ads in $11. 


P. D. But eating Bread and drinking Wine are the 
Nance which are uſed at the Lord's Supper. 
N. P. And what then: ts OP i 
P. D. Then the Subſtance of the As being the ſame when done up- 
on a civil and a religious Account, doth not take off from the Appropriati.. 


Religious Worſhip. Therefore when a Diſpute ariſes concerning the Na. 
ture of an Act, whether it be for Civil or Religious Worſhip , common 
Prudence is to judge of that from the Circumſtances of it; if once it be 
found to be for Religious Worſpip, then comes in the Conſideration of 
the Law of God, and the Appropriation of all Acts of Religious Worſhip to 
God alone. And by this time I hope you underſtand how impertinent 
it is to ſay, that if there be appropriate Ads of Divine Worſhip', they 
muſt be ſo in all Cafes and upon all Accounts imaaginable. Which is 
as much as to ſay, that eating Bread and drinking Wine. in a ſolemn 
manner, in a place appointed for Divine Worſhip, cannot be appropria- 
ted to the Lords Supper, unleſs we never eat Bread, or drink Wine, but 
upon that Occaſion. e eee 
RN. P. But hat are theſe 1 As of Divine Worſhip? For it 
may be ſome further light may be gathered from the Acts themſelves. © 
P. D. Dr. St. hath'named ſix; ; Sacrifice. Religious Adoration , Solemy 
ITrvocation, Erecting Temples. and Altars, Burning, of Incenſe , Making of 


R. P. Hath God tyed us by bis man 1 offer Sacrifice „ or burn In- 


cenſe, or make Vows ro him? Hom then can he argue the Romaniſts guilty of 


Tdolatry upon the. account of giving Acts appropriated to God to others bejide 
him, when himſelf if put to it, will deny that God hath commanded them 1 
be done at all to him? ET ITT TTS. 107 HO IEC N 


32 Z 
Vx 4 
3 


P. D. To clear this matter a little more tò you, you may conſider 
two things concerning appropriate Acts of Divine Worſhip. 1. The ge- 


9 
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2 As to particular Als of Divine Worſhip 5 though they art glu ah 4 

- unlawful to be given to any, thing beſides God vet we are not tied a- 6 
ter the ſame manner to perſo chem to him. For (r.) Some A of 

Worſhip are natural and alwaggtqually agreeing to the Majesty of God ; 924 

ſuch as Prayer and Irvocatios; Dependance on his Goodneſs and.: Provi- 

dence ; Thankſgjving tor Mercies received, and all internal Acts of Worſhip, 

which reſult from the Relation we ſtand in to God, and the Apprehenſions 

we ought to have of his Perfedtions ; as Fear from his Power, Submiſſion 

from his Providence, Faith and Truſt in him from his7ruth and Viſabm, Love 

from his Goodneſs,. & c. All theſe are neceſſary Acts of Worſbip, and pro- . 

per to God. (2.)Some Acts of Worſhip are appropriated to him whi they 

art due, but they are not always due; ſuch as witking Yows , and ſwearing 

| by his Name. Although we are not tied to perform theſg,at agy certain 
times, yet whenever they are done, they muſt be done te God alone. 
(30 Some Ads are not neceſſary to be done to God at all; and yet it is 
unlawful to do them to any other. And of this kind are the offering Sa- 
crifices and burning Incenſe ; which were ſtrictly required under the Law; 
but that Diſpenſation expiring after the coming of 'Uhr;/*, the © 
on to thoſe Acts was wholly taken away; and yet it was 1dolatry to uſe 
them to any tlg Ze/ides God, becauſe they were Acts ofiReligious Wor- 
ſhip 5 and therefore if to be performed at all, they were ſo A0 him 
that they could not without /do/atry be applied to any beſides him. And 
thus, T hope; I have a little helped your Underſtanding about theſe ap- 
propriate Acts of Divine Worſhip. © "1 | | 


* 


it R. P. But the force of the ceremonial Law being taken away; whatever Dit. p. 
| ' 1s not obliting by the Law of Nature, or ſome expreſi Declaration of the 42. 
In Will of Chriſt, is left at libekty for the Church to ot conformably to the light 
of of Nature and the defign of Chriſt's Doctrine. Wk 
P. O. All this T yield. But that which I inſiſt upon, is that funda- 
3 mental Precept of Worſhip as declared by Chriſt , Thou ſhalt worſhip the 
of Lord thy God and him only ſhalt thou ſerve.” * 3 
de R. P. But do you think that Chriſt hath made a re-eſtabliſhment of thoſe Pial p. 
to Allg in the new Law which were before peculiar to God, as Sacrifice, Tucenſe, wo 
| &c. for then Chriſtians will be as much bound by this Precept to give them 
er to God, as not to give Hen to any other But if they are not Yr e-eſtabliſhed, 
e- how doth it follow, that becauſe they were appropriated to God by the Law, 
4. therefore now that Law us taken away, they are forbidden to any other beſides 
he God ? | | „ i: BY 
h P. D. I do not ſay that Chriſt did intend a re-eſtabliſhment of thoſe 
is Ads of Worſhip\which were peculiar to the Law of Moſes; but T do ſay, 
4 that Chriſt by this Precept as explained by himſelf, doth make it utter- 
'e ly unlawful to perform any Act of Religious Worſhip to any but God alone, 
18 And if this be all you have g prove the Maſs of Eguivocations, Falſe 
- * Cuppoſitions, and Self-contradiatons in Dr. St. s Diſcourſe of appropriate 
; Acts of Divine Worſhip , it had been more for 7. G. s Honour to have 
0 paſſed over this with as much Silence as he did many other places 
d which he found too hard for him. ; _ 
> R. P. Suppoſe this Argument were good, it proves nothing againſt us, who Dial p. 
neither give any All abjolntely appropriated to God to 7 elſe befides bim; 
8 nor any other in the manner it is appropriated to him. 
e P. D. If you perform any Act of Religious Worſhip either to Saints 
t or Images, this Diſcourſe muſt concern you ; becauſe the Law againſt 


the Worſhip of Images is ſtill in force among Chriſtians ;-and our Savi- 
| Y | our's 
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them to a Creature as eſteemed wort 


Dial p. 
467. 


—_ 


our's general Rule doth forbid all External As of Religious Worſhip be- 


ing applied to any beſides God. . 


R. P. Nay, ſuppoſing thoſe External Ad of Worſhip to le no lle 46e 
| God by bi Law, the giving them to any beſides himſelf wilt not be to give to 


tbe Creature the Worſhip due to God, unleſs it be done with intention to give 
| hy of Divine Houou, © For that 1s the 
Definition of real Idolatry. | „ 


P. D. Then the Mandarins in China, who perſormed all External Acts 


of Adoration in the Temple of the Tutelar Spirits, ſecretly directing their 


Intention to a Cruciffx , were not guilty of Ilolatry; notwithſtanding 
the Decree of the Congregation at Rome. For they did not perſorm thoſe 
Ads, with an intention t6 give the Worſhip to the Tutelar Spirits as 
eſtemed worthy of Divine Honour, Then the Thurificati of the Primi- 
tive Church, who through Fear offered Incenſe, could not be charged with 
Idolatry; nor Marcellinus, though he ſacrificed in the Temple of Veſta, 
when he only complied with Diocleſian. But did not 7. G. blame the 
Philoſophers for an exterior Profeſſion of Idolatry? What is that I beſeech 
you? Is it 7delatry or not? Doth not 7. G. grant, that there ought in 
Reaſon to be ſome peculiar external Ads appropriated to the Worſhip of God 
as moſt agreeable to his incommunicable Excellency > Why e, I pray; is it 
not, becauſe God's incommunicable Excellency requires an External Wor- 


hip peculiar to it ſelf 2 And if fo, is it not to give the Worſhip due to 


God to ſomething elſe, to apply thoſe Acts which are peculiar to him- 
ſelf, to any thing beſides him 2 This Debate in truth comes to this 


Point at laſt, whether there ought to be any ſuch thing as à peculiar 


external Worſhip of God or not? For, if external Worſhip be due to 


him, and ſuch Worſhip be due to him alone for his incommunicable 
Excellency, then the giving external Worſhip to a Creature , muſt be 


giving to it what is due only to God. And to reſolve the Nature of 


, 1dolatry into the inward Intention, is all one as if one ſhould ſay, that 


Acdultery were to lie with another Man's Wife with an Intention to 


Cuckold her Husband; but if a Man did it out of Love to her Per- 
ſon, it were no Adultery. Why 1s there not an external Act of 7dola- 


try, as well as of Perjury, Theft, Murder and the like 2 Where doth 
the Scripture give the leaſt Intimation that the Nature of Idolatry is to 
be taken from the inward Intention, when the Law is expreſs againſt the 


outward Action? And all Men are charged with Jdolatry who are guil- 
ty of the external Acts, without running into the Thoughts and De- 
ſigns of their Hearrs 2 Nay, your own Authors cannot deny that there 
is an external [dolatry as well as internal; and where the outward Acts 
are Idolatrous we ought to preſume there was an implicit and indirect 
Intention; and no more is neceſſary to make an Act Idolatrous than a 


voluntary Inclination to do it. This is therefore a meer ſubterfuge, and 


can never ſatisfy a Man's Conſcience, nor excuſe the Roman Church 


Daal. p. 
457+ 


from Idolatry. 


R. P. But 7. G. grants, that ſuppoſing ſuch an Appropriation of external 
Acts to remain in force; to apply ſuch Acts to a Creature may and ought in 
Reaſon to be interpreted to be real Idolatrous Worſhip ; becauſe Idolatry is a 


fin direfly oppoſite to Religion, as a falſe Worſhip to a true one. 


P. D. What is it then but to cavil about Words, to deny that to be 
real Idelatry which at the ſame time he confeſſes ought to be interpreted 


to be'ſo ? For ſince we cannot judge of Men's Intentions but by their 


Actions, when we diſpute about the /do/atry practiſed in any Church, we 


can 
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Dial. p. 
459. 


1 


R. P. Again 7. G. faith, that from hence it follows, thai 
Heathens and ours is different, becauſe their Idolatry proceeded upon an erro- 
neous Belief of a Creatures deſerving Divine Honour when it doth not ; but 
P. D. Cannot T. G. underſtand the Difference between an errontors 
Belief and an erroneous practical Fudgment 2 I do not deny that the Hea- 
” Y2z | ene 


4 


164 
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| that is, which the wilful Act of Tdolatry doth ſuppoſe ; and I ſay, it re. 


— 


thens had a very erroneous Belie f. in many, Particulars ; and ſo have o. 
ther Idolaters too. But the Queſtion now is, what Error of Fudgment 


quires no more than an Error in the practical Judgment, * determini 


the Will to give Divine Worſhip to that which doth not deſerve it. Ang 


Dial. p. 
465. 


Defence, 
P.:04,0c, 


Dial. p. 
469. 


herein I ſee no difference between the Heathens Idolatry and yours. 
R. P. But let us now ſet afide the ſtritt Notion of Tdolatry, and conſider, 


whether the Church of Rome be guilty of damnable Sin in the manner of 
their Worſhip, which muſt either be in not giving to God the Worſhip due to 


him, or by giving the Warſhip due only to him to his Creatures. 


P. P. The latter is that which Dr. St. chiefly inſiſts upon, although, 


he faith, your Divines are to blame in the firſt Particular, becauſe they 


reſerve xo one Att of external Adoration as proper to God, and to be per- 
formed by all Chriſtians ; and for this he quotes the Reſolution of Cardj- 


nal Lago. 


R. P. I wonder you would mention that Citation of Lago, ſince 7. 


G. ſaith, the Dr. is ſo unhappy in his Citations: And the Feſurts will ſay, 
that he evidently abuſes both his Authority and his Eminency. 

P. D. I have had ſo much Experience of T. 6.'s intolerable diſinge- 
nuity in this matter, that T durſt venture an even Wager (which is the 
way J. G. propoſes often in his Dialogues for ending ſuch Diſputes) that 
Dr. St. hath not miſcited Cardinal Lugg e. 

R. P. T. G. faith, that Cardinal. Lugo doth not deny Sacrifice to be an 
external Ad of Worſhip proper to God; for his words are, qui non poteſt 
offerri niſi ſoli Deo, as may not be offered but to God alone; but, he ſaith, 


that Sacrifice is not properly an Act of Adoration in the ftrift Senſe, but of 


another. kind diſtinit from it. 8 5 
P. D. Thoſe are not Lagos Words, but icet non poſfit offerri niſi ſoli 
Deo; yet I ſhall not inſiſt upon that. For that which ſufficiently clears 
Dr. St. is, the Conſideration of his Deſign in bringing thoſe words of 
Lugo, which was to prove that there is no one external Act of Adorati- 
on which is proper to Latria, or the Worſhip peculiar to God. And are 
not Lagos Words plain and full to this purpoſe >» | 

A That cannot be denied; but he takes Adoration in the ftriffer 
Sesſ. VVV | 

P. D. Let him take it in what Senſe he will; doth he not ſpeak of 
the Adoration proper to Latria, or the Worſhip peculiar to God? And 
doth not Latria take in any peculiar Act of Divine Worſhip > And if 
there be no external Act of Adoration peculiar to God, doth it not fol- 
low, that there is no peculiar Act whereby you expreſs your inward 


Submiſſion to God in all things? for that, Lugo faith, is the fridt Senſe 


Dial. p. 
217. 


of Adoration he there means. And doth not this fully prove what Dr. 
St. brouglit this Teſtimony for» e 5 


1 P. But the Church of Rome doth hold Sacrifice to be peculiar to 
God. > | > 

P. D. And doth not Dr. St. ſay as much > For his words are, that 
you confeſs, that Sacrifice is ſo peculiar to God that it ought not to be 
offered to any elſe ; but not as an Act of Latria, ſaith Cardinal Lugo, 
for there is #o Ad of Adoration that is ſo ; but upon another Account, as 
it ſignifies God's, abſolute Dominion over us as to Life and Death, and that 
we ought to lay down our own Lives when he calls for them. Which is to 
make Sacrifice a ſignificant Ceremony peculiar to God, expreſſing his Sove- 


reignty, but not an immediate Act of Worſhip peculiar to him: for of 


that 


ET r = A, rin <6 
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| that kind, he ſaith, there is none. And therefore according to him, 
your Church hath'zo one External Act of Diutne Wot ſhip ſo proper to God, 
that it may not be offered but to him alone. b 
and from hence it appears that Lugo did not take Adoration merely 


for that Ad of Religious 1 which 1s perfurmed by the Motion of the Dial. p. 


Body, as 7. G. ſuggeſts ; but for whatſoever Ad that may tend to ex- 468. 
preſs the ſubmiſſion M our Souls to Cod; of which fort he denies any to 
be peculiar to Gods Vorſpip. And what can be more contrary to that 
which T. & admits for a Law of Nature, viz. That Man ought to uſe 
ſome External Ads 2 his ſubmiſſion to Gad, 
to be ſome peculiar External Acts appropriated o the Worſhip of God, as 467. 
moſt agreeable to his Incommunicable Excellency 2..+T could not but rejoice 
ſee J. G. own ſo. reaſonable a Principle, and I deſire r g-other, as to 
the mere Light of Nature to prove your. Idolatry. For, if this. be 4 
Principle of Natural Religion, then Idolatry even by the Light of Na- 
ture, lies in applying appropriate Acts of Divine Worſhip to any but 
to God himſelf for ſince his Excellency is Incommunicable; and the 
Submiſſion we owe to God peculiar to him, and that Submiſſion ought 
to be expreſſed by External Acts, all which 7. G. grants; then all thoſe 
vVho do, uſe ſuch Acts to any beſides God, are guilty of giving the Wor- 
ſhip due to God unto a Creature. For God hath not only a right to 
our inward. Submiſſion, but to the Acknowledgment of it, which cannot be 
done but by External Acts And which is obſervable as to this Matter, 
the Honour of God, as to his Incommunicable Excellencies, with re- 
ſpect to Mankind as a Body, doth not lie in the bare Acts of the Mind, 
but in the External Performance of Religious: Worſhip to him. For, if 


aud therefore there ought Dial. p. 


it be neceſſary that God's Authority be owned in the World, it is neceſ e 


ſary it be done by vi/ible Acts of Worſhip 5 which ought to be fo appro- 
priated to him, that any one who difcerns them may ſe the difference 
put between God and all his Creatures. For herein lies the Manifeſta- 
tion of that inward ſenſe we have of God's Incommunicable Excellencies, | 
when we ſet apart Times, and Places, and Offices of Religious Worſhip, 
by which we declare our Submiſſion. to God, as our Creator and Gover- 
nor of the World. And the confounding this diſtance between God 


and his Creatures is the great Sin of Idolatry: From whence Aquinas Defence, 
and others conclude it to be a Sin. of the higheſt Nature, and including p. 194, to 
| Blaſphemy in it, becauſe it robs God of the Honour dye to him for his In- 89. 


communicable Excellencies. | 


F 0 


„ 


05% 
. 


R. P. What do you mean by this appropriating Aﬀts of Worſhip to God. Dial. p. 


Do you mean all of them ſo abſolutely appropriated to God, that it is not law- 47e. 
ful upon any account to give them to any other > And then the Quakers will 
be the only good Chriftians in the World; or only ſome of them, and not o- 
thers, as kneeling and praſtrating, but not bowing ; and then you muſt tell 


u what makes the Diſcrimination. . 


P. D. I mean that which all Mankind meant, when they ſet apart 5 


2g 


for Inferior Worſhip towards Images or Saints, make a ſufficient Diſcrimi- i- 
nation between ſuch Acts, and thoſe which are appropriated to God? 


P. D. If 
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Pei. D. If you ſuppoſe tlie e e Acts of -D;. 
vine Wap to lie in your Churches Breaſt, you had asked a very ma- 
terial Queſtion : But in this Caſe, there is a Law of God antecedently | 
prohibiring ſuch Acts being given to any beſides God himſelf; and this 
Law was ſo underſtood by the Chriſtian Church, when the Chriſtian Re. 
ligion put Men upon ſuffering Martyrdom on that Principle, that all Re. 
ligious Worſhip was appropriated to God: Becauſe Chriſt had faid, 
T hou ſhalt worſhip the Lord thy God, and him only ſhalt thou ſervte. 
R. P. Who is ſo blind as not to ſee, that this Prohibition fell upon the 
External Act, as determined to be.a Sign of Religious Worſhip, 1 Cir. 
cumſtances in which it was reqgurred? oo Of 
P. D. And what then, I pray : For doth it not equally fall upon all 
External Acts, where the Circumſtances do determine them to be Signs 


of Religious Worſhip > Which is all I deſir ee. 
R. P. Doth not this juſtifie the Quakers in denying to give any External 
Honour to a Cream F, on ds oe | 8 

P. So far from it, that it ſhews the Folly of their Doctrine, which 
aroſe from not being able to diſtinguiſn Acts of Religious and Civil 
Morſpip. nt f — 22 

R. P. But Dr. St. allows ſome tind of Religious Worſhip to be ven to 
4 Creature. i" © DP . | „ Shae OR 

P. D. Not any which is Religious in its Nature, or by Circumſtances ; 
but that which might be ſo called being required by the Rule of Reli- 
gion, as Civil Worſhip is. . „„ eo © 

R. P. But he allows Religious Reſpect to Places, and Religious Honour to 
Saints; and then why not thoſe, Alls we give to Images and Saints on the 
fame Accounts „ 

. D. Becauſe the Circumſtances do declare thoſe are not Acts of 
Religious Worſhip ; but thoſe you give to Images and Saints are. 

R. P. I ſee the weight of this whole Debate lies at laſt upon this Deter- 
mination of Circumſtances ; but hom comes the Dr. after all the great buſtle 
he makes about God s appropriating External Acts of Worſhip to himſelf, to 
put the Trial of his Cauſe at laſt upon the Determination of Circumſtances ? 

P. D. What other en the difference of Moral Actions be 
tried? What Incongruity is there between Gods appropriating Acts of 
Religious Worſhip to himſelf, and the finding out what thoſe Acts are by 
the Circumſtances? Is it not thus in the other Commandments? God in 
general forbids Murder, Theft, and Adultery; but are not thoſe prohibi- 
ted As to be judged by the Circumſtances 2 For, there is the ſame 
ſubſtance of the 4 in lawful and unlawful Actions. If a Man kills a- 
not her by chance, or out of Malice; if a Man takes away another 
Man's Goods with his conſent, or without, it is the ſame Act as to its 
Subſtance; and what Diſcrimination can be made but by the Circum- 

ſtances ? And therefore I cannot but wonder to hear you object againſt 
this, or think it any Repugnancy to God's appropriated Acts of Divine 
Worſhip to himſelf. 

R. P. How can the Nature of ſuch_ Afts be determined wholly by Circum- 
ſtances, unleſs the Appropriation of them be taken away? For if that conti. 
nues, the Law determines the Nature of the Adts. r 
P. D. Do you not apprehend the difference between the Diſcrimina- 
tion of Acts of Civil and Religious Worſhip, and the Appropriation of 
the latter to God by his Law > I fay the Law makes them peculiar to 
God, when they are found to be Ad of Religious Worſhip, 8 the 

| | ircum- 
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Dj. Circumſtances are tp determine whether they are Ci or Religious © 

na- AA, As ull Acts ef Murder ate forbidden by God's Law, but Whe- 

tly ther ſuck! an Act be Murder ne, is to be judged by Circumſtances, 8 * 

his F. P. But then if the Bui, Ads of Worſhip given 10 Creatures in * 

Re. the Church of Rome chance to prove accompanied with ſuch Circumſtances, 

Ne. by which they may, n generally:are underſtood not to be Acts of Divine a 

ud, Worſhip, but of Tafetwor Veneration, then they are acquitted from the guilt ; , 

7 of 1dolatry, according to the Dr.'s own Principles. 3 3 BN 00 $00 oo « 

the P. D. No ſuch Matter; unleſs we ſuppoſe thoſe Acts to be wholly 

Ir. indifferent, and left free by any Divine Law; and that it is in the Chur- 

5 ches Power to declare what is to paſs for Divine Worſhip, and what 

al for Inferior Worſhip. But no particular Circumſtances can make 

Ins an AQ-/awful, which the Law of God hath made unlawful. 

1 As ſuppoſe the Spartan Commonwealth allow Pilfering, or taking 1 

val away Goods from each other without | conſent of the Owners, 

A here is one Circumſtance which goes a great way towards the al- 

ch tering the Nature of ſuch Actions; but if there be an antecedent 

vil Lan of God which makes ſuch Acts unlawful, they remain ſo ſtill, not- 


withſtanding the Declaration of the Spartan State. Juſt thus it is in : 
the preſent Caſe ; your Church declares ſuch Acts of Worſhip may be 

lawtully applied to Images and Saints: But what then? Hath your 

Church the Power to repeal the Law of God If not, the Acts remain 

as unlawful as ever, notwithſtanding the Circumſtance of ſuch a De- 
claratin. n e 


R. P. But T. G. faith, 4% Dr. St. s Diſcourſe about Diſcrimination of Dial. p. 
Acts of Civil and Religious Worſhip by Circumſtances, is only a popular Diſ- 481. 
courſe, and upon enquiry will be found as incoherent and weak as an Adver- 
J ot», ett) 1 hoe 

P. D. I ſhall not take T. 6.'s Judgment in this Matter; for I have 

not found him ſo Impartial and Juſt, that I ſhould ſubmit to his Arbi- 
tration. If you have any thing to object againſt that Diſcourſe, I do 
not queſtion we ſhall hear of it. . N 
R. P. Firſt, Ads take their Nature from the formal Reaſon or Account P. 48 2. 
upon which they tend to their Objects, and. from thence they become either 
Civil or Religious, though they may receive another Denomination from the 
Circumſtances which do accompany them. e 
P. D. I pray conſider, the thing we enquire after, is the difference 
between Acts of Civil and Religious Worſhip ; which Dr. St. faith is to 
be taken from the Czrcumſtances. No, ſay you, it muſt be taken from the 
formal Reaſon, or account on which they tend to their Objects: But the for- 
mal Reaſon of Ads being ſecret and inviſible, the queſtion is, whether 
that be ſufficient to put a Diſcrimination between Acts of an external 
and viſible nature, as thoſe of Civil and Religious Worſhip are. Iwill 
make this plain to you by a noted Inſtance : While the Chriſtian Empe- 
roos required no more than mere Civil Worſhip, the Chriſtians made no 
ſcruple of giving it to them in the ſame Poſtures which were uſed in 
Divine Worſhip . But when they ſuſpected that Divine Worſhip was re- 
quired, they utterly refuſed it. Here we have the ſame Advas to the 
Subſtance of them in both Caſes ; and yet the Chriſtzans- could: eaſily 
diſcern which did belong to Civil, and which to Religious Worſhip : 
Was it from ſuch a Reaſon and Intention of the Perſons which none could 
know but the Doers? Or elſe from the Circumſtances, which did make 
it appear that more than Civil Worſhip was required? And yet this Wor- 
ſhip which the Heat hens gave to their Emperors, was only. an inferior 
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* ſort of Divine Worſhip, and ſo underſtood by the ge ral Conſent of the 
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And where the Reaſon of Worſhip is ſo well underſtood to be of a quite 


ly to the Circumſtances of Time and Place, without taking in the O“. 


ſence of an Idol, and in the very time of Worſhip, is not Idolatry: For 
then Naaman could not be excuſed. | | 5 | 
P. D. Where the, Worſhip is known to be given not to the Jbl, but 
to the Prince to whom it is acknowledged to be due elſewhere, Dr. S. 
never ſuppoſed ſuch an Act of Worſhip, though done in an Tdol- Temple, 
to be Idolatry. © Mets | 


Heathens themſelves From whence we gather, (.) That the Diſerz. 
mination of Acts of Civil and Divine Worſhip, do not depend upon the 
Intention of the Doer, but the outward*Eircamſtances of them. For if 
it had depended on the inward Intention of the Perſon, the Chriſtiam 
might have ſaved their Lives and Honours, by daing the External 48; 
with a different Intention; and that which was Be Worfhip in him 
that deſigned it for ſuch, were but Czvi! Worſhip in him that intended 
no more. (2.) That the Declaration of an inferior fort of Divine Wor- 
ſhip doth not make it /awf/. For it could be no otherwiſe underſtood 
by the Chri/tians, and yet they refuſed it as /dolatrous Worſhip, 


R. P. (z.) If the Circumſtances of Time, and Place, and ſuch like, do ſq 


reſtrain and limit the fignification of External Acts, that it is eaſy to diſcen 


one Worſhip from another, how can you make it out that the People did not 
give Religious Worſhip to David, when in a moſt ſolemn Act of Devotion it 
is ſaid, that the People worſhipped the Lord and the King > Where we ſe: 
the ſame Act at the ſame Time, a Time of Solemn Devotion, given to God 
and the King, and the People never charged for giving, Religious Worſhip to 
the King. | 

P. D. 7.6. need not have gone ſo far back for ſuch an Argument. 
For the Xing's Chaplains in a Sacred Place, and at a Solemn Time of De- 
votion, do bow Three Times to the King, when they enter into the Pul- 
pit ; and yet who 1s there imagines they give him Divine Worſhip? It 
is not therefore the Circumſtance of Time and Place alone, which Dr. St. 
makes to diſcriminate Civil and Religious Worſhip ; but the Concurrence 
of all Circumſtances together. If I bowed to a Friend at Church, is 
any Man ſo ſenſeleſs to take this for Jaolatry? Where there is an ante- 
cedent Ground for Civil Worſhip and Reſpect, which is well known and 
underſtood among Men, there is nothing like Idolatry, although we do 
uſe the ſame External Acts towards Men, which we uſe towards God 
himſelf. As among the /ſraelites, no Man doubted that their Zowing to 
the King was upon a quite different account from their bowing to God; al- 
though they bowed to the King in a Place dedicated to Divine Worſfip. 


different Nature from that of Religious Worſhip, that very Reaſon makes 
a Diſcrimination, beſides the Circumſtances of Time and Place. Which 
I ſhall make appear from the Caſe of Naaman the Syrian; whoſe Bow- 
ing in the Houſe of Rimmon was therefore free from Iaolatry, becauſe of 
the known Cuſtom of paying Civil Reſpect every where elſe to his 
Prince in that manner, and by his publick Proteſtation againſt the Ih- 
latrous Worſhip there performed, as T. G. ſhews at large from Dr. A. 
7. G. therefore very much miſtakes Dr. Sr.'s meaning, if he thinks he 
aſſigned the Diſcrimination of Acts of Religious and Civil Worſhip bare- 


* 


jet and Reaſon of Worſhip. 
R. P. But from hence it appears, that Bowing in the Houſe and Pre- 
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— A P. But ſuppoſe Men ſhould ask a Biſhop Bleſſing in a Church, and at Dial. p. 


Prayer-time, this is not Civil Worſhip, and is this 7dolatry ? 
p. D. Worſhip may be ſaid to be Civil two ways; | 
1. When it is performed on a mere Civil Account, as it is to Ma- 
giftrates and Parents. 
2, When it is performed on the account of a Spiritual Relation, as in 
the reſpect ſhewed to Biſhops as Spiritual Fathers. The Worſhip is of 


the ſame kind with that which is ſhewed to Natural Parents, but the 


Relation is of another kind; on which account it may be called Spiri- 
tual Reſpect; but it is in it ſelf an Act of Civil Worſhip, ariſing upon a 
Moral Relation, which being of a different Nature from that which is 
between Princes and Subjects, and Parents and Children; and being 
founded upon Religious Grounds, may be ſaid to be Religious or Spiri- 


tual Reſpect, rather than Worſhip. 


R. P. If the firſt Chriſtians had upon their Knees in time of Prayer bes- 

ged St. James his Benediction, had this been an unlawful Act of Mor- 
3 ; \ 

pt, D. If they were upon their Knees in Prayer to God, I think it 

was a very unſeaſonable time to ask their B:z/hop Bleſſing, although the 


Acc in it ſelf were lawful. | | 
R. P. But is not this an Act of the ſame kind with that of Invocation of 


Saints in times and places of Divine Worſhip, when we only pray to them to 


pray for us? 5 33 
P. D. I fay again, that is not all You do; for you own their Patro- 
nage, Protection, and Power to help you in your Neceſſities; and your 
Prayers muſt be underſtood according to your Doctrines. But ſuppoſe 
you did only pray to them to pray for you, yet (1.) You do it with 
all the Solemnity of Divine _— in the pablick Litanies of the Church, 
when you are in the Poſture of your greateſt Devotion. And the An- 
gel rebuked no leſs Man than St. Fohn, for uſing the Poſture of Divine 
Adoration to him. (2.) In Kneeling to a Biſhop to pray for us, we 
ſuppoſe nothing that encroaches upon the Divine Excellencies ; for we 
are certain he hears and underſtands us, and we defire nothing from 


him, but what is in his Power to do, and is very fitting for us to re- 
queſt from him. But when you pray to Saints, you can have no poſ- 


{ible aſſurance that they do or can hear what you ſay to them ; and ſo 
it is a fooliſh and unreaſonable Worſhip : And when you do it with the 


ſame External Acts of Devotion which you uſe to the Divine Majeſty, 


you take away that Peculiarity of Divine Worſhip which is due to God, 
by reaſon of his Incommunicable Excellencies ; and fo it is Superſtiti- 
ous and Idolatrous Worſhip, theſe two ways: We 

..) As it ſuppoſes as great Exce/lencies in Creatures as thoſe did who 
for that Reaſon were charged with /do/atry. I do not meddle with the 
Poſſibility of an intelligent Being diſunited from Matter, hearing at 


ſuch a diſtance as the Saints are ſuppoſed to be from us, nor whether 


God may not communicate ſuch Knowledge to them; but that which 


Iinſiſt on is this, I find thoſe charge d with 7do/atry not only in Scri- 


pture and the Fathers, but by the Church of Rome it ſelf, who profeſſed 
to worſhip ſome inferior Spirits as Mediators between God and Men ; 
and ſuch Mediators as were never imagined to be Mediators of Redempti- 


on, but barely of Interceſſon, as being believed 7o carry up the Prayers of _ 


Men, and to bring down help from above. Now here is no Omniſciency, 
or Omnipotency, or other incommunicable Excellency attributed to theſe 


3 | Spirits ; 
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Spirits ; and all the Addreſſes made to them, was under the Notion of 
Mediators to interceed for them, z. e. to pray to them to pray for them; 
and yet theſe were charged with flat Tdolatry. It were eaſy to make it 
appear from unqueſtionable Teſtimonies , that the Heathen Idolaters 
did worſhip inferior Spirits only as Mediators, (as Apuleius expreſſes it, 
inter cælicolas terricolaſq; vectores hinc precum inde donorum , wherein he 
only interprets Plato's Senſe ) and that this was one of the moſt com- 
mon and univerſal kinds of Idolatry ; and theretore T would fain know 
why they muſt be charged with Idolatry, and you eſcape ?. Either be 
juſt to them, and vindicate the Heathen Worſhip, or elſe you muſt con- 
demn your own. | 

(2.) I. G. confeſſes, that by the Law of Nature there ought to be ſome 
peculiar external Acts appropriated to the Worſhip of God as moſt agreeable 
to his incommunicable Excellency : Now among all Mankind no one ex- 
ternal Act of Worſhip hath been ſuppoſed more peculiar to the Divine 
Nature than ſolemn Invocation in Places and Times appropriated- to Di- 
vine beth but the vocation practiſed in the Roman Church hath all 
the Solemnity and Circumſtances of Divine Worſhip , and therefore it 
is robbing God of the peculiar As of his Worſhip which is Idolatry. 
And he muſt be very dull indeed, who cannot dittinguiſh this Ivocati- 
on from a caſual or accidental meeting with a Biſhop at Church and kiſſing the 
Hem of his Garment, or asking his Benediction on ones Knees. 

R. P. But where there are different Oljecls in themſelves , and a publick 
Profeſſion and Conſent that thoſe Acts are applied to thoſe Objects upon diffe- 
rent Accounts; it is intolerable Impertinency to underſtand ſuch Adds as are 
in themſelves equivocal in any other Senſe than the Church declares , viz. as 


applied to Saints or Images; the outward Acts of Worſhip, as bowing, kneel- 


ing, &c. are uſed only as Tokens, or Expreſſions of an inferior Reſpect and 


Veneration. 


P. D. If this be all you have to ſay for your ſelves, the Heathens 
muſt be excuſed from 7dolatry as well as Jon. For they acknowledged 
by common Conſent and publick Profeſſion a difference betwen the ſupreme 
God and inferior Spirits; they allowed of different Degrees of Worſhip ; 
and without all Queſtion did not look on their Emperors, as the Supreme 
Deity that made and governs the World, and yer J hope the primitive 


_ Chriſtians were not guilty of intolerable Impertinency in charging them 


G5 


with 7dolatry. But it ſeems the holy Angel was guilty of the ſame in- 
tolerable Impertinency in ſo raſhly rebuking the Apoſtle for falling down to 
worſhip him; for this was an equivocal Act, and in all probability was in- 
tended only as a token of Reſpect and Veneration inferior to what was 
thought due to God over all, Bleſſed for evermore. But thoſe Acts of Di- 
vine Worſhip which by the Law of God become due only to himſelf, 
can by no Conſent or Declaration of a Church be made lawful to be given 
to any Creature, however they may call them Acts of inferior Reſpect 
and Veneration ; as long as they are of the ſame Nature with 
thoſe which were condemned both by the Scripture and Fathers as Ido- 
latrous Worſhip. met | 

R. P. Doth not Dr. Hammond ſay that Naaman the Syrian was excu- 
ſed from Idolatry, becauſe of the Publick Profeſſion he made, that he intend- 
ed not the Worſhip to the Idol, but to his Maſter ? And will not the ſame 


Plea hold for us who declare we do not give Sovereign Worſhip to any Crea- 
tures, but only inferior Worſhip 2 _ CBE. hs 
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J. D. If Naaman had deſired leave to worſhip Rimes or Suren with 
an inferior Worſhip,declaring that he did not take Saturn for the true and 


ſupreme God, but the God of 1ſrael ; and therefore he might apply the 
ſame Aft after a different- manner, and the Prophet had then bid him Go 


iy Peace, You had ſome Reaſon for your Parallel. But as long as Naa- 
man's Queſtion only related to the performing an Act of Civil Worſhip 
to his Prince in the Houſe of Rimmon, what colour can be hence taken 
for giving any kind of Religious Worſhip to Saints or Images in Places and 
at Times ſet apart for Divine Worſhip ?: | ; 


R. P. But Monſieur Daille ſaith, that external Signs whether of Nature Pial. p. 


or Religion are to be interpreted by the publick and common Practice of thoſe 488. 
who uſe them, and not by the ſecret and particular Intentions of this or that 


Perſon. 


P. D. And what then J beſeech you 2 Monſicur Daille difcourſes a- 
ainſt thoſe who would uſe all the External Acts of Adoration of the 
Hoſt Which others did, but with a different Intention, and hoped this 
would excuſe them from Idolatry. Now in this Caſe he ſaith, That 
Signs of Religious Worſhip, as uncovering the Head, kneeling or proſtrating 
the Body at the ſound of a little Bell, and ſuch other Actions, are the plain 
and ordinary Signs of the Adoration of the Hoſt ; and are ſo appointed by 
the Church of Rome, and ſo underſtood by thoſe who generally practiſe it; 
therefore, faith he, Thoſe who do uſe theſe outward Signs, are to be under- 
flood to give Adoration to the Hoſt. From whence it follows, that Men 
cinnot comply with others in the Acts of Adoration of the Haſt, with- 
out Hypocriſy or Idolatry; which it was Monſ.. Daille's Deſign to prove. 
But what is all this to the proving that Inferior Worſhip is not Idolatry ? 
We deſire that theſe Signs of Worſhip may be integpreted according to 
the common and publick Practice of thoſe who uſe then; by which we ſay, 
it is. as truly Religious Worſhip,as the Nations uſed, which all Chriſtians do 
charge with Idolatry. But it your meaning be, that your Actions are 
to be interpreted in your own'Senfſe, it will come to this at laſt, that 
Vou are not guilty of Idolatry, becauſe you declarè you are not guilty 
of it: And whoever condemned themſelves for it by pablick Declarati- 
ons? unleſs it were when they repented of it as a great Sin, which 1 
do not find you are yet willing to do. I pray remember this ſaying of 
Daille's, when you think to juſtify giving Acts of Divine Worſhip to a 
Creature, by your ſecret Intention ; tor. he faith, and you ſeem to ap- 
prove his ſaying, that ſuch Acts when they are of the Nature of Religious 
Worſhip, are to be interpreted by the common and publick Practice, and not by 
particular Intentions ; if therefore the Acts of Worſpip be ſuch, as by the 


Seriptures, and Senſe of the Primitive Church belong only toGod,noJ/utenti- 


on of yours of applying them after an inferior Manney can excuſe you 
from giving Adoration to a Creature: Eſpecially if they be ſuch Acts 
which God hath appropriated to himſelf, as the ſix mentioned by Dr. St. 
for who dares alter what God himſelf hath appointed? 


R. P. I think you are turning Quaker, for this is their Principle; to not Dial. p. 
they alledge Chriſt's Precept againſt Swearing, and then ſay, who dares alter *** 


what God himſelf hath appointed > * | 55 
P. D. I may as well fear you are renouncing Chriſtianity 5 for what 
Chriſtian ever ſaid or thought otherwiſe, than that it is not in the power 
of Men to alter the Laws of Chriſt 2 If Chriſt's Precept werè to be un- 
derſtood of all kind of Swearing, 1 you really think it would be lau 
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Lau of Moſes, beingetaten away by the ceaſing of that Law, they are now 
| to be looked on as indifferent Rites and Ceremonies ? * 1 


were to be uſed only to God as tokens of that inward Submiſſion which 


— 


By 


way of talking about the Obligationof Divine Laws. 


ful to ſwear at all? IJ am aſhamed of this looſe, not to: ſay, prophane 


R. P. J only mentioned this by the by, to let you ſee what kind of Princi. of 1 
ples the Dr. makes uſe of to combate the Church of Rome. ing 
P. D. Juſt ſuch Principles as all Chriſtiaus own; and are bound fo to Con 

do by their being Chriſtiang. But do you think in earneſt, that it is in ſhip 
the Power of Men to alter the Laws of God? | bl 
R. P. No. But 7. C. means, that there is now no Law of God binding all 
Men concerning, theſe external Acts of Worſhip ; and therefore it is in the 11 


Power of the Church to appoint theſe as well as other Rites and Ceremonies, 
and to determine the Signification of them. —_— 

P. D. If this be his meaning, it is very ill expreſſed. But I ſay, 
that our Saviour hath declared the immutable Obligation of that Law 
concerning applying all Acts of Religious Worſhip only to God; and that 
the Univerſal Church of Chriſt in the firſt Ages o underſtood it; as ap- 
pears not barely by their words, but by the greateſt Teſtimon af their 
Actions ; when ſuch Multitudes laid down their Lives upon this Prin- 
ciple. Therefore I ſay again, You muſt call in queſtion their Title to 
Martyrdom, or you muſt own this for a True Chriſtian Principle. 

R. P. But we declare our meaning in thoſe which Dr. St. calls appropriate 
Ads of Divine Worſhip, when we apply them to any Creatures, to be only 
to uſe them as Tokens of inferior Reſpect and Veneration: As Invocation, 
Building of Temples and Altars, burning of Incenſe, making of Vows, &c. 
But that which God hath forbidden is, that we ſhall not uſe them to any be- 
ſides himſelf, as tokens of that inward Submiſſion of our Souls which is pro- 


per to him. 


P. D. Did not you ſay, that the Appropriation of theſe Aﬀs by the 


R. P. And what then? os ov 
P. D. Did that Law ceaſe at the coming of Chriſt, that thoſe Acts 


: 


is proper to him? 
K. P. No; that doth never ceaſe. F, oe 

P. D. But this you ſay was the Senſe in which God did appropriate 
them to himſelf ; and therefore the Appropriation doth (till continue. 
R. P. I ſuppoſe 7. 6.'s meaning is, that the Appropriation before ex- 
tended to them as tokens of inferior Reſpect and Veneration, which Law 
cealing, it is now lawful to uſe them in that Senſe. 

P. D. Then theſe As under the Law, were forbidden in that Senſe, 
whatſoever Profeſſion or Declaration were made by thoſe that uſed them. 
As ſuppoſe that the Fews had invocated Saints and Angels in their Tem- 
ple or Synagogues, and worſhipped Images juſt as you do, and made the 
lame Profeſſions of their Meanings and Intentions as your Church doth; 
this had been 7dolatry in them, but not in you. Is this his means. 
ing ? 8 2 
R. P. J ſuppoſe it muſt be. . 5 5 

P. D. Then Inferior Religious Worſhip was once Idolatry, bat it cea- 
ſed to be ſo at the coming of Chriſt. Is not this a rare Invention? And 
by this means Chriſt deſtroyed Idolatry, not by rooting it out, but by 
making that not to be Idolatry which was ſo before: And fo he might 


4 


take away all other Sins by making thoſe Breaches of the other Nine 


Commandments not to be Sins to Chriſtiaus, which were ſo to the 3 
| | ur 


8 


7 
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Bur we have not only the expreſs Words of Chriſt, making all r 
Worſhip of a Creature unlawful, againſt this Invention, but the Doctrine | 


of the Apoſtles, who charged the Genriles with Idolatry, without regard. ; 3 
ing this Diſtinction, who were not under the Law of Moſes ; uo the » 
Conſent of the Chriſtian Church which judged this Inferior Religious Wor- * 


ſhip to be Idolatry ſtill. And if this be all you have to ſay, it is impoſ- 893 
ſible to clear your ſelves from the Charge of 7dolatry, notwithſtanding "+ 6 
all your Meanings and Intentions. . 4 
. R. P. T have one thing yet more to ſay, viz. That Chriſt appropriates 
the Titles of Good, Father, and Maſter, to God, and yet we apply them to 
Men in a different Senſe ; and why may we not do the ſame in Equivocal $4 6% 
Acts of Worſhip ? 5 5 AS 2 N 
Pi. D. Our Saviour's Deſign was to deter Men from aſſuming or affe- 
Ring ſuch Titles of Excellency, Superiority, or Authority over others 
in teaching, as ſeemed to encroach too much on the Divine Perfections: 
But this holds much more againſt the Preftnce of Iufalibility in any 
Perſonz3than for the Lawfulneſs of 7ferior Religious Worſhip. For 
Chriſt never forbids the common Uſe of thoſe Titles among Men, when 
they have no Reſpect to Divine Matters; no more than he doth the 4&s * 
of Civil Worſhip in Men towards Magiſtrates or Parents : And thus far 

the Parallel is good, as to Words and Actions. But as Chriſt doth for- 

bid the Affectation of Infallibility, tho of an Inferior Sort, under the Ti- 

tles of Rabbi, Father, and Maſter; ſo he doth likewiſe all Inferior Sort 

of Religious Worſhip, when he faith, Thou ſhalt worſhip the Lord thy God, 

and him only ſhalt thou ferve, And therefore the Equivocation, which lies 

in Mens power to determine, is not that of the Degrees of Religious 
Waſbip, but of the 4s of Civil and Religious Worſhip. But if it be 

lawful to apply the Signification of External Acts of Worſhip to higher 

or lower Degrees, why may ye not do the ſame as to Sacrificey as well 

as Invocation, &c. :.. ĩͤ v 

N. P. This is a Scruple which hath troubled the be Notions from the 1 
Beginning; But 7. G. gives two Anſwers to it. 1. Mat Sacrifice, in ge- p14. . 
weral, is both by the Cuſtom of the Church, and the Conſent f all Maykind soc, 501. 
(as St. Auguſtine teaches) x44: 06 Sn to fignify the abſolute Worſhip, due 
only to God. L. For the particular Sacrifice of the Body and Blood of Obriſt, 
the Nature and Dignity thereof requireth that it be offered to God alone. 

P. D. Tam ſorry to fee you diſſemble the Force of the Doctor's Ar- 
gument, when you pretend to give an Anſwer to it. For he ſaith, that 
St. Auguſtine joins Adoration and Sacrifice together , as appropriated to Defence, 
07 the Worſhip peculiar to God. How then, faith Dr. St. comes S. P. 225. 


* 


Wnuſtine's Authority to be quitted for the one, and ſoggreedily embra- 
ced for the other > What doth T. G. anſwer to tate: 
R. P. I do not find he takes notice of St. Auguſtine, for any thing 


more, han the Conſent of Mankind about Sacrifice. 


| 


P. D. Was it not wiſely done? and then to talk a great deal about the 
Remainder of the Doctor's Diſcourſe, whether Sacrifice of it {glf doth 
ſignify Abſolute Worſhip more than Adoration, without taking notice 
that St. Auguſt ine joined them tog=ther, tho the Church of Rome ſepa- 
rates them. And 7. G. gives no manner of Reaſon why the Antecedent 
Conſent of Mankind as to one of theſe ſhould not prevail in your 
urch as well as im the other: Which is the main ground according to 
4 P why Sacrifice ought till to be ap priated to the peculiar Worſhip of ry p- 
0 , ; v. 8 | p. o 
3 | R.P. 


$ 
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Fo R. P. pat advantage doth the Pr. get, by inſiſting Jo much on that que. 
Dial. p. ffion, Why Sacrifice may not be offered to Creatures as well as other External 
5 Acts of Worſhip * For he can only infer from thence, that in ſuch caſe the 
. | Church of Rome mig ht poſſibly have no External Act of Worſhip appropria- 
5 ted to God, if ſbe have none but Sacrifice ; but whilſt ſhe hath no ſuch Cuſton 
de facto as offering Sacrifice to Saints and Images, tis manifeſt he" canng 
| ET accuſe them in that Point of having no External Act ef Worſhip proper to 
* ö God, or of giving it to any beſides him. | 

RE P. D. It was to very good pupdfe that he inſiſted on that queſtion, 
on theſe Accounts. 1. Becauſe either it is in the Power of the Church 
to appoint appropriate Acts of Divine Worſhip, or it is not. If it be 
Ek in the Church's Power, then Sacrifice may be as lawfully offered to the 
RH Bleſſed Virgin, if the Church think fit, as Prayers and Invocations, not- 
withſtanding the General Conſent of Mankind in appropriating Sacrifice ty 
5 God. If not, then there is ſome Antecedent Regler why ſome External 
Acts of Worſhip are appropmated to the Alſolute Worſhip of ; if fo, 
then all ſuch Acts are appropriated where the ſame Reaſon holds; whe⸗ 
ther it be Divine Inſtitution, or the Conſent of Mankind in general, or of 
the Fathers of the Chriſtian Church: And conſequently, tho the Church 
of Rome may reſerve Sacrifice to God as peculiar to him, yet they may 
give other Acts of Divine Worſhip to his Creatures, which have the ſame 
, . Reaſon to be appropriated which Sacrifice it ſelf hath. 2. Becauſe tho 
| in Words they ſeem to appropriate Sacrifice to God as a peculiar Act of 

External Worſhip, yet they do in effect overthrow it by theſe two Aſſer- 
tions. | 5 8 : . 

r. That its Peculiarity is not as being an A of Adoration, but upon 
another Account, as a ſignificant Ceremony of our total Sabjjection to Gol. 
And this was that which Dr. St. charged your Divines with, that they 
1 PO reſerve no one Att of external Adoration as proper toGod; and that they ay, 
L 'p.204. that Sacrifice doth not »aturaly ſigniſ any Worſhip of God, but only by 
fl p. 226. the Impoſition of Men. So that your Divines confeſs there is no #a- 
- tural Act of DivineWorſhip, no external Aft of Adoration which is reſer- 
ved as peculiafto God; but only an Outward Ceremony which doth 
not of it ſelf ſignify the Worſhip of God, nor our Subjection to him. But 
Solemn Prayers and Praiſes do of themſelves ſignify our Dependance on 
God, and therefore have an Antecedent Reaſon to the Conſelſtiof Mankind, 

why they ſhould be appropriated to the Worſhip of God. 
2. That even Sacrifice is allowed by the Roman Church to be offered 
Re for the Honour of Creatures: Which Dr. Sz. faith, is joining Creatures 
0.220.222 together with God in the Honour of Sacrifice: And if Sacrifice be fo ap- 
pPropriate to the Honour of God that it cannot ſignify any thing elſe, 
then it is Nonſenſe to ſacrifice to God for the Honour of another; if it 
may ſignify any thing elſe, and be ſo uſed in the Church of Rome, then 
you do not reſerve fo much as Sacrifice for an appropriate Sign of the” 


78 


| | Abſolute Worſhip of God. * * . 1 
| Ri. P. To what miſerable Shifts, faith T. G. are Men put, when the) 
Dial. p. would have ſuch trivial kind of arguing as this, to paſs for ſolid Reaſoning: 
719. And it muſt be a hard World, when a Man of the Doctor's Abilities muſt be 
forced to feign, that he doth not know how the ſame Sacrifice may be a Pro- 
pitiation for Sins, and a Thankſgiving for Benefits, eſpecially the Sacrifice 
of the Altar being the ſame with that of the Croſs, in which all the Diffes 


rences of the Legal Sacrifices were fulfilled. _ 
„F 
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0 p. PD. It is a hard World indeed, when ſuch Stuff as this muſt paſs 
the per anſwering. Dr. St. never denied that Thankſpivings might be of. 
ia. fered to God in the time of moſt ſolemn Worſhip, for the Graces f 
* his Saints; nor that the Circumſtances of Divine Worſhip might redound 
10 to their Honour, as the Primitive Chriſtians offering up their Devotions 
to to God at their Sepulchres : But the Queſtion is, Whether it be conſi- 
ſtent with the Appropriation of \ Sacrifice to the Honour of God, to offer 
n, | it up for the Honour of his Creatures; eſpecially the Sacrifice of the A. 
ch tar, l. e, the Son of God, as a Propitiatory Sacrifice for the Quick aud the 
de Dead? | EN 
he R. P. Why may not we ſay, We offer this Sacrifice to God in the Honour Dial. p. 
It | of S. Michael, zo teſtiſte our Application of it in Thankſgiving, for the 531. 
ts. Favours and Graces beſtowed on hm > 5 
al P. D. I pray conſider, (I.) You fay, That Sacrifice in your Church is 
b, | appropriated to the Honour of God ; (2.) That Sacrifice doth not fignifie 
e. the Worſhip of God of it ſelf, but by Inſtitution, or conſent of Mankind. 
of (3 ) Then, the Intention of Sacrifice is to figniffe that Honour which is 
ch peculiar to God. Now how can it /igniffe the Honour due only to God, if 
1 it may Vgniſfe the Honour due to his Creatures ? 1 
Ie R. P. Is it not for the Honour of a Perſon to praiſe God for him? And »,4 8 
0 | Sacrificing being the Offer of a Preſent in Token of Gratitude, doth that di- gas. 
of miniſhor add to the Att of Thankſgiving ? And if it be a greater Declara- 
. tion of Thankſgiving, it muſt conſequently be 4 fe Declaration alſo of 
N the Honour of the Perſon for whom it is offered . © 
n P. D. It is one thing to make the Graces of Saints an Oceaſion of 
d. Thankſgiving to God, and another to offer up a Sicrifce- for the Honour 
y of the Saints, as it is expreſſed in the Offertory. In the ores Cale | 
7, there is no queſtion but the Honour is deſigned wholly to God $4 the G1 
"= ver of thoſe Graces, although a jr mr Honour doth redound thete- 
= by to the Saints themſelves ; bur in the latter Caſe the intended and de- 
ee Horm of the ven 48 is ſelf is declared t be to the Sainrs 4s 
h well as to God himſelf. If a Courtier gives the King folemn'Thanks 
t ſor great Kindneſs ſhewed to one of his Subjects, the Hon ut of the 
n Action belongs wholly to the Xing, although Occaſtonally and Conſegnenti- 
„ ally it redound to the Reputation of the Perſon for Whom it is done: 


But if a Courtier on New-Year's-Day ſhould make a Preſent to thè Xing 
upon his Auees, and ſay, J offer this New-Year's-Gift to Your Maje/ Y, 
in Honour of Tour Majeſty , and of the Groom x your Stole, or Mam er 
lain of Tour Honſhold, &c. how do you think this would be taken at 
Court > And yet this is juſt the Form of the Offertory in your . al. 
We make this Oblation to thee, O Holy Trinity, and for the Honour o th 
- Bleſſed Virgin, and all Saints; can any one fay that this is not the" de- 
figned and intended Honour which belongs to the Alf it ſelf, and not 
merely that which is Occaſſonal and Conſequential > If thofe whid offa 
ed Cates to the Bleſſed Virgin had ſaid, We offer theſe Cakes to. the Hor 


: nur of the Bleffed Trinity, and the Virgin Mary, had not this been join- 
e ing them together in he Honour of thoſe Oblations ? And is it not the 
"= ſame Caſe here? Beſides, you are guilty of a greater Abfirdity ; for 
H thoſe might be only Euchariflical Oblations, but in your Saerifice of hs 
- Maſs, you pretend to make a Preſent you ſay to Cod; but wiat is it! 


Nothing leſs than his own Son, if your Doctrine be true. And for what * 
end? 70 bea Propitiatory Sacrifice for the Quick and thè Dead: And is 

, this indeed the Preſent you make to Almighty God, in Honour of his 
CREED ; | | Saints? 
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Saints? I cannot with patience think of the Abſurdities which folloy 
from hence. For how came you to make a Preſent to God of his guy 
Son > When we make a Preſent to any one, it is underſtood to be of 
ſomething in our Power to beſtow, and which we are willing to par 
with, for his ſake to whom we offer it. Do you intend in this Senſe 
to make a Preſent of the Son of God to the Father? Have you the 
Power of beſtowing him in your Hands? And are you willing to part with 
your whole Right and Intereſt in him? You are excellent Chriſtians the 
mean while, Nay, no Sacrifice was truly and properly offered by any 
Perſon, wherein he did not abandon his Right in that which was Sacr. 
ficed. And therefore you ſee upon what Terms you make ſuch a Pre. 
ſent to God, by a proper Sacrifice of his Sen to him. Bur ſuppoſe the 
Son of God were to be made a true and proper Sacrifice for Sins on the 
Altar, How comes it into your Hands to offer him up to the Father, 
ſince the great Sacrifice of Propitiation was not to be offered by. any. or. 
dinary Prieſts, but by the High- Prieſt himſelf, who was to carry ile 
Blood into the Holy of Holies, and there to make Interceſſion for the Peq- 
ple > Are you the High-Prieſts of the Goſpel, to offer upto Gd the 
reat Sacrifice of Attonement 2 Is not the great High-Prieſt of our Pro. 
15 entred within the Vail, and is there making Interceſſion, by vertue of 
 » his Sacrifice on the Croſs > What need then of your Offering him up a. 
gain for Propitiation, who Offered himſelf once on the Croſs tor a full, 
perfect, and ſufficient Sacrifice, Oblation and Satisfaition for the Sins of the 
whole World? We have all the reaſon in the World to Commemorate © 
with great Thankfylneſs and Devotion, that invaluable Sacrifice of the 
| Croſs ; and if you will call the Whole Euchariſtical Ofice a Commemorative 
Sacrifice as the Ancients did, I ſhall never quarrel. with you about it. 
But how the Sacrifice of the Maſs comes to be Propitiatory as the Sacri- 
fice on the Croſs was, I underſtand not; nor how it ſhould be the ſame 
with the Sacrifice of the Croſs, and yet of ſo much leſs value than it, 
the one being ſaid by you to be ifnzte,. and the other fnite; nor how 
the Deſtruction of his Sacramental, and of his Natural Being, ſhould be 
the ſame thing; nor how this Sacrifice ſhould be Propitiatory only for 
one ſort of Sins, and not for another; nor how the. Son of God can 
be made a true and proper Sacrifice for Sin, under. the Species of Bread 
and Wine; nor, what Conſumptive Change that is in him, which accor- 
ding to your ſelves is neceſſary to make him ſuch, a Sacrifice. Is he 
ſlain again in the Maſs > Tf he be, I can tell who is the Fudas that be- 
trays him, and who are the Fews that  Crucifie him. If not, how 
comes a Propitiatory Sacrifice without ſhedding of Blood? If the Con- 
ſumptive Change be only in the Elements, then the Elements are Sacrif- 
ced, and not Chriſt. If it be only a Sacramental Change, what is that to 
a Sacrifice of Propitiation > And ſuppoſe all the other Abſurdities to be 
removed, and that the Sacrifice of the Maſs is a true, real, proper and 
Propitiatory Sacrifice of the Son of God, Body aud Soul upon the Altar, yet 
how at laſt comes this to be giving God Thanks for the Graces of his 
Saints Ithought ſuch a Sacrifice had been much rather for the Expia- 
tion of their Sins. * . 8 
EK. P. I pray Sir forbear ; T have no longer Patience to hear you 
talk at this rate againſt the Sacrifice of the Maſs ; for if you deſtroy 
that, we are all undone. Methinks, as . G. faith, Dr. St.'s Argument 
againſt it, might have been expected from the Pen of à Crellius ? | 


P, P. 


* 
* 1 
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P. D. Of a Crellius > Why, ſo I pray? He wrote againſt Chiſt s prop i- 
tiatory Sacrifice on the Croſs; and as I remember, Dr. St. hath. anſw er- 
& bis Arguments How comes he then of all Aten es a ite i- 

R. P. Becauſe bis Reaſons againſt the: Sacrifice of, the-Maſs will, bold a. 
gainſt that of the Croſs. N e VVV 

F. D. That would be ſtrange; but let us hear them firſt and then 
judge. 1 


* 


R. P, Why, be Looks upon it as a monſtrous Abſurdity for us to ; pretend, 
firſt ta make our God with ſpeaking five Words, then to offer up Cod himſelf 
unto God as a Sacrifice, and conſequently to ſuppoſe him deſtroyed, aud this 
all to teſtifie our ſubmiſſion ta God. LEN 5 


P. D. And do not you think theſe horrible Abſurdities and ſuch as 
can never enter into any Man's Heaꝗ that is not firſt reſolved to part with 


his Underſtandnng 6 6 W EAR TE A 
R. P, And do not yon think theſe Expreſſions highly injurious to that in- Dial. p. 
eftimable Sacrifice which Chriſt himſelf- offered upon the Croſs. 509. 


P. O. Not at all. For, do we believe, that the Fews made an ordi- 
nary Man to be theErerna/Son of God by ſpeaking five Words over him: 
And that the Fews then ſlew him and offered up God, as a Sacrifice to 

_ God for the Expiation of Sins; and all this, as an Act of Gratitude to 
God for the Graces of his Saints? If not, what Colour or Pretence is 
there, that the laying open the Abſurdity of your Sacrifice of the Maſs, 

» ſhould derogate from the Sacrifice of the Croſs 2 

R. P. Were not the Jews ſcandalized at that moſt in the Sacrifice of the 
Croſs, viz. the Offering of God to G? * N b 

P. D. A crucified Saviour, or a ſuffering Meſſias, was to the Fews a ſtum- 
Lling Block, and to the Greeks Foolifhneſs. But what do you mean by 
the Offering up of God to God, do you think the Divinity was the Sacrifice? 
Or the Blood of Chriſt, which he being the Eternal Son of God did offer 
up to his Father, as a Propitiation for the Sins of Mankind? 

R. P. Might not he be ſaid, to offer up God himſelf to God as a 
Sacrifice? | LES”; 

8 Ag D. Then you muſt make the Divinity the ſacrifice ; and how can 
that be a ſacrifice which is capable of no Change > But ſuppoſe Chriſt 
as God and Man be ſaid to os up at leaſt a Divine ſacrifice ; what is all 
this to your Offering up the Son of God as a ſacrifice to God for the ſins of 
the World ? | >, "7 | 

R. P. Might not thoſe, as 7. G. ſaith, who were at the Foot of the Croſs, el p. 
11. 


2 offer up the Son of God on the Croſs to the Father ? op” 

2 P. D. This is a Piece of New Divinity; and far enough, I dare ſay, 
0 from arguing like Crellius. Who ever thought, that the Jews had the 
e lame Power to offer up the Blood of Chriſt as a Propitiatory Sacrifice, 
d which himſelf had who had Power over his own Life? If T. G. argues 
t at this rate, none would imagine he hath ever conſidered the Nature 
fs of Chriſt's Sacrifice, fince he talks ſo unskilfully about theſe Mat- 
1 ters. x | N 


R. P. But what doth Dr. St. talk of our making and. deſtroying God in Dial. p. 


u the Maſs, ſiuce we belive that the fame Chriſt who is in Heaven is whole 510. 
y under either Species; aud his Blood to be ſeparated from his Body uot really, q 
ft but myſtically only aud in repreſentatiaan. N 


2. D. Do you believe a true, proper Propitiatory Sacrifice in the 
Maſs, or not? . 1 1 ITT 
| Aa | R. P. Do 


LY 


"178 CONFERENCES concerningthe | 


Seen. R. P. Do not you know the Council of Trent hath expreſly defined 


1. 3. it, and Anathematized all thoſe who ſay the contrary ? 

P. D. Is there any true, proper Propitiatory Sacrifice, where there is 
not a Conſumptive Change of that which is ſacrificed 2 And 
what is that which is ſacrificed in the Maſs ? Not the Elements, But Chriſt 
under them, you ſay : If Chriſt be the Sacrifice, he muſt be ſlain again 
at every Maſs, as he was once on the Croſs ; or you can aſſign no De- 
ſtruction, which you ſay is neceflary to ſuch a true and proper Sacrifice. 

R. P. Do not you obſerve 7. G.'s Words, That Chriſt is whole under 
either Species, and his Blood ſeparated from his Body not really, but Myſtj- 
cally only, and in Repreſentation ? „ . 

P. DB. How is that? Whole Chriſt under the Bread, and whole Chriſt 
under the Wine ; and the Blood ſeparated from the Body not really, but My- 
ftically only, and by Repreſentation, This is admirable Stuff, and true 
Myſtical Divinity. If the Body of Chriſt doth remain whole and entire, 
where is the true proper Sacrifice Where is the Change made, if not in 
the Body of Chriſt » If that be uncapable of a Change, how can it be 
a true and proper Sacrifice ? If the Blood be not really ſeparated from the 
Body, where is the Mactation, which muſt be in a Propitiatory Sacrifice? 
Tf Chriſt do remain whole and entire after all the Sacrificial Acts, where, 
I fay, is the true and proper Sacrifice? T. G. had far better ſaid, and 
more agreeably to Scripture, Antiquity, and Reaſon, that there is no 
real and proper Sacrifice on the Altar, but only Myſtical, and by Repre- 

entation. 
4 9 R. P. But . G. faith, That Religion, which admits no External viſible 
612. Sacrifice, muſt needs be deficient in the moſt ſignal part of the publick 
| Worſhip of Coll. | 

; Pẽ. D. I pray remember, it is an External and Viſible Sacrifice which 

you contend for, and now tell me where it is in your Church. Doth 

it lie in the Mimical Geſtures of the Prieſt at the Altar in Imitation of 

Chriſt on the Croſs ? If that be it, the neceſſary Conſumption of the Sa- 

crifice will be no comfortable Doctrine to the Prieſt. Doth it lie in the 

Conſecration of the Elements which are Viſible? But you ſay, the Eſſence 

of the Sacrifice confiſts in the Change; and we can ſee no vifble Change 

made in them, and therefore there is no External and Viſible Sacrifice. 

Beſides, if the Sacrifice did lie in the Chauge of the Elements, after Con- 

ſecration into the Body of Chriſt, then the Elements are the thing ſacrif- 

ced, and not the Body of Chriſt ; for the deſtructive Change is as to the 

Elements, and not as to the Body of Chriſt, Or doth it lie in the ſwal- 

lowing down, and Conſumption of the Species after Conſecration by the 

Prieſt > But here likewiſe the Change is in the Accidents, and not in the 

Body of Chriſt, which remains whole and entire, though the Species be 
_ conſumed; and J think there is ſome difference between changing ones 

Seat, and being ſacrificed. For all that the Body of Chriſt is pretended 

to be changed in, is only its being no longer under the Species; but 7. G. 

I ſuppoſe will allow it to be whole and entire ſtill. Doth it then lie in 

pronouncing the Words of Conſecration upon which the Body of Chriſt is un- 

der the Species of Bread, and the Blood under that of Wine, and ſo ſepa- 

| rated from the Body ? But this can leaſt of all be, ſince T. G. aſſures us 
F that whole Chriſt is under the Bread as well as under the Wine; and fo 
| there cannot be ſo much as a Moment of real ſeparation between them; 
and we know how neceſlary for other Purpoſes the Doctrine of Conco- 
mitancy is. Tell me then where is your External and Yifible Sacrifice 


which 


ou 
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which you boaſt ſo much of; ſince according to your -own "Pei ciples | | 
there is nothing that belongs to the Eſſence. ot a Sacrifice is external and. : 


7. 6. complains of. 


tar, fince the moſt true and genuine Sons of the Church of England do allow. Dial. N / 
it 2 as Mr. Thorndyke, Dr. Hey lin, and Biſhop Andrews > And. doth 513. C. 
not this rather look like betraying: the Church of England than defending 
4 P. D. I fee now you are wheeling about to your firſt Poſt, and there- ; 
C fore it is time to give you a ſpace of Breathing. Your great Buſineſs is to 
F ſet us at Variance among our ſelves, but you have hitherto failed in 
| your Attempts, and I hope will do. I do not think any two or three , 
A Men, though never ſo learned, make the C urch of England; her Senſe 
* is to be ſeen in the Publick Aits and Offces belonging to it. And in the 
% Articles to which 7. G. ſometimes appeals; your Sacrifices on the Altar Articl.3r 
. are called Hlaſpemous Figments, and dangerous Impoſtures. | But as to theſe 4 
"Y three Perſons I anſwer thus; ET} 2 ; re, WINE * 
5 x. Mr. Thorndyke, as J have ſhewed already , declares againſt the P. 37,88, 
5 true proper Sacrifice defined by the Council of Trent as an Innovation and 
F a Contradiction. And that which he pleads for, is, that. the Euchariſt. 2 
i a commemorative and repreſentative Sacrifice, about which Dr. Sr. would | 
f never contend with him or any one elſe : And immediately after the. + 
= words cited by 7. G. he adds theſe ; It is therefore enough , that the F * 
chariſt is the Sacriſice of Chriſt on the Craſs, as the Sacrifice of Chriſt on the Chuch, 
f Croſs is repreſented, uewed, revived, and reſtored by it, and at every Re- 5 
preſentation is faid to be the ſame thing with that which it repreſenteth.. 4 2 
| 2. Pet: Heylin's Words are expreſly only for a commemoratrue Sacri- friod. u. 


Fee, as T. G. himſelf produces them; and therefore I wonder what T. 24. 
= G6. meant in citing them at large: For he quotes the Engliſb Liturgy for * 


the Sacrifice of Praiſe and Thankſgiving ; and S. Chryſaſtom calling it the 
"remembrance of a Sacrifice; and many of our learned Writers, a Com- 
memorative Sacrifice, What is there in all this in the Teaſt repugnant to 
what Dr. St. had delivered? „„ rs 
R. P. But he quotes Biſhop Andrews, ſaying , Take from the Maſs yout 
1 ranſubſtantiation, and we will have no difference with you about the Sacri-. 
ce. . g N 
. P. D. Biſhop Andrews calls the Euchariſt a commemorative Sacrifice, Ad Bell. | 
and he ſaith, it was properly Euchariſtical, or of the nature of Peace-Of- 22 5 * 
ferings, concerning which the Law was, that he that offered ſpould partake 184. "i 
of them ; and alittle after follow thoſe Words you mention To which 
he adds, We yield you that there is a remembrance | of Chriſt's Sacriſſce: 
but we ſhall never yield that your Chrift being madle o Bread is there ſacri- 1 
ficed. Which is the very thing that J. G. is ſo angry with Dr. St about. P | 
And have not you bravely proved that Dr. St. hath herein gone againſt the 151 
Senſe of the genuine Sons of the Church of England? If you have any 
thing yet left which you think material, T pray let us have it now, for 


Fear leſt J. G. make uſe of it to ſtuff out another Book. N 22 4 
R. P. I think we are near the Bottom. ” 42208 1 I 
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J. P. So I imagine by the Dregs which came laſt. „ 
R. P. There is one thing yet left for a eloſe: Which is, Dr. St. ſaith, Pial p. # 


. . 4 Kt” "i 5 NT nog. 232 
ſuppoſing this ſacrifice were allowed, yet his doth not prove that we reſerve * 
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| any external Act of Worſhip belonging to all Chriſtians, becauſe this Sacri. 

| 2 fice belongs to the Prieſts only to offer. z | 

| P. D. And what anſwer doth 7. G. give to that? | 

R. P. He faith, that nothing is more notorious than that thoſe of thy 
2 of Rome, are bound on every Sunday and Holy Day to hear 
Maſs. 5 | 

P. D. To hear Maſs ! A very Chriſtian Duty no doubt, eſpecially if 

Dian. Sum they underſtand never a word of it; and as Diana ſaith, a Man is not 

p 446. Jound to hear a word that is ſaid : But what then: 

2 3 PR. P. By this external Act, he faith, they teſtify the uniting their Inten- 
tion with the Prieſt as the public officer of the Church in the Oblation of 
the Sacrifice. | "©. 1 Jas 

P. D. I have often heard of the Skill you have of direfing Intenti- 
ons, but I never knew of this knack of uniting /ntentions before. I 
know how neceſſary the Prieſt's Intention is in your Church, but what 
if the People ſhould fail of uniting, their Intention with his, (as they of- 
ten think and talk of other things at hearing Maſs.) would it not be a 
Sacrifice without the Ton of their Iutentions 2 Suppoſe the Prieft's In- 
#ntion ſhould wander, what would the Peoples uniting their Intentions 
ſignify towards the Sacrifice 2 You will not ſay, they have any Power 
to offer the Sacrifice ; therefore the 44 of Sacrificing belongs only 
to the Prieſts, whether the Peoples Intentions be united or not. If the 
People firſt ofered that which was to be ſacrificed to the Prieſt, and then 
he ſacrificed it in their Name (as among the Fews) they might be faid 

. to have a ſhare in the ſacrifice; but when the ſacrifice is ſuppoſed to come 

don from Heaven upon the Prieff's Words, and hg doth not repreſent 
the People but Chriſt in the Act of ſacrificing, What doth the Peoples uni- 
ting their Intentions ſignify to the ſacrifice 2 I pray tell me in whoſe 
Name doth the Prieſt pretend to the Power of Offering, up the Body of 
| Chriſt in ſacrifice on the Altar, the People's, or Chriſt's > 

5 R. P. In the Name of Chriſt doubtleſs, for the People have no Power to 
0 ft. 1 0 | 5 

P. D. If they have zo power to do it, and all the Authority be ſup- 
poſed to be derived from Chriſt for doing it, what doth the uniting the 

Peoples Intentions with the Prieſts ſignify as to the offering up the Sacri- 

ce? You might as well ſay, that the Fews under the Croſ5 might unite 
their Intentions to Chriſt's in offering himſelf on the Croſs to the Father, 
and ſo it might become their Act as well as Chris. But in my Mind 
your Phraſe of hearing and ſeeing Maſs is much more proper ( if Men 
were bound either to hear or ſee, which your Caſuiſts ſay, they are not) 
than this of «niting their Intentions with the Prieſt, which is abſurd and 

ridiculous. Doth T. G. ſo little conſider the Honour of the Prieſtiy Of- 
Ace as to talk of the Peoples uniting their Intentions with the Prieſts in 
in the OBlation of the Sacrifice > The next ſtep may be, that the ſacri- 
ficing may depend on the People's Intentions as well as the Prieſts ; and 
what a Caſe are you in then? Aquings and Cajetan were much wiſer than 
T. G. in this Matter, for they both declare that this Sacrifice belongs only 
to the Prieſts and not to the People; as Dr. St. told 7. G. | 

| 258 R. P. T. G. faith, he cannot find the Citation in the place quoted by him; 

5 pig. But he dares aſirm that Cajetan was not ſo filly a Divine as to deny it to le- 

long, to the People to offer the ſacrifice by and with the Prieſt, 


| Defence, 
| P. 205. 
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i D. And I dare affirm Cajetan was much wiſer than to ſay, that the 


Offering the Sacrifice did in any ſenſe belong to the People; and ſo much 
7.6. might have found in the Place cited by the Dr. only Qu. 86. was 


put for E. 85. and not as Cajetan s bare Opinion, but as the Judgment 


of Aquinas too. He faith indeed, That the Prieſts do offer the Sacrifice for Cajet: 2.2 


themſelves and others ; but he was not ſo filly to imagine that they were DN wy 
#0 unite their Intentions with the Prieſts in the Oblation ; but that Expreſ- 

ſion only ſhews for whoſe ſake and not in whoſe Name the Sacrifice was 
offered. For there are other Sacrifices, ſaith he, which every one may of- 

fer for himſelf ; and thoſe, ſaith Cajetam, are ſpiritual Sacrifices of Devo- 

tion and Virtue ; but for the Sacrifice of the Altar, that belongs only to the 
Prieſts and Officers of the Church. nn, 

F. P. But the very Maſs-Book calls it meum ac veſtrum ſacrificium ; and 
defires God to accept it for all thoſe pro quibus tibi offerimus, vel qui ti- 


1 
SP 
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P. D. I Will tell you the Myſtery of this Buſineſs, and ſo put an end 
to this long Conference. It was the ancient Cuſtom of the Roman 
Church, as well as others, for the Communicants to make an Oblation f 
the Bread and Wine at the Altar, of which they were afterwards to par- 
take. This I prove from the Sacramentary of S. Gregory, publiſhed by 


* 


pamelius; where it is ſaid, while the Offertory is ſinging, i. e. the Anthem Liturg. | 


Lat. to. 2. 


then uſed, the Oblations are made by the People, and laid upon the Altar p. 178. 
that they might be conſecrated. And the *Ordo Romanus declates theſe: 4 
0blations to be the Bread and Wine : Of which, it adds, that the Arch- oY 
deacon took as much and laid upon the Altar; di woulu Jerbt for the People Colande. 
that were to communicate. "Theſe Oblations contifniet in the Church along c. 27. 
time, and were enforced by Canons and Conſtitutions when the People. Concil, 
began to ſlacken in their Devotion. Upon which the Church of Rome Matif. e. 
thought fit to bring in the uſe of Wafers inſtead of common Bread; and ** 

ſo theſe 0OZ1ations grew into Diſuſe,” or were turned into Offerings of Capic. 


Money inſtead of them. Sirmondus and Cardinal Bona have proved be- Car. M. I. 
yond all Diſpute, that the ancient LatinChurch did *ule common and 


leavened Bread in the Euchariſt that was of 


ſand Years after Chriſt. But then the Doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation gon de 


coming into the Roman Church, it was no longer thought fit that the rebus Li- 


Bread, which was to be turned into the Son of God, ſhould be made af. _ 4 


ter a common manner, or with the unſanctißꝭ d Hands of the Laity, but by 3 


thoſe who did atten N the Altar: Remembring what the good Wo- Joh. Diac. 


man told Gregory I. That ſhe wondred that the Bread which ſhe made with, in vit. 
4 ſhould be called the Body of Feſus Chriſt; which the People by 
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a 


her own Han * 
had more reaſon to do, when they came to define the manner of the Pre- 


| ſence, as they did about this time; altho it were not made an Article 
of Faith till afterwards. From hence the Diſpute began between thge 


Greeks and Latius about unleavened Bread; and from henceforward the 
Cuſtom of OZlations for the Service of the Altar declined, and-is only 
kept up on ſome particular Solemnities, as Canonixation of Saints, Inau- 
guration of Princes, Conſecration of Biſhops, Marriages and Funerals; 
however the ſame Form of Words continue till in the Offces , as if the 
0lations of Bread and Wine were ſtill mae the People; and fo Sir- 


3 


mondus and Bona both ſay thoſe Expreſſions of the Maſs-Beok, you men- Bona de 
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cred by the People till a thou- de Azym. © 
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reg. . N 
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tion, are to be underſtood of theſe Q#/ations of the People, and not of j*?: r 


I. 1. e. 23. 


the Sacrifice of Chriſt's Body, And that theſe Ohlatious were called Sa. Sect. 3. 
Oper. & 


erifices, appears by the known Paſlages of St. Cyprian, Loeuples & dives Ger & 
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es & Dominicum celebrare te credis, quæ in Dominicum fine ſacrificto venis 
que partem de ſacrificio quod pauper obtulit ſumis ? In which he blames. 
the Rich Women that came without an O#/ation, which he calls a $4. 
crifice, and did partake of that which the Poor offered; which St. 4. 
Ong 116. Cin calls de aliena oblatione communicare ; and therefore be bids all 
de bb Communicants to make their own O-/ations at the Altar. But ſuppoſe 
theſe Expreſſions were not to be underſtood of the O8/ations of the Pe. 
ple, (as it is certain the Prayers called Secreta, and the firſt part of the 


Canon of the Maſs are) yet it was not fairly done of T. G. to leave out 


— m 


a very ſignificant Word which immediately followed, viz. Laudis, qui | 


tibi offerunt hoc ſacrificium laudis. If the People be allowed their ſhare 
in the Euchariſtical Sacrifice of Praiſe and Thankſgiving, what is this to 
their offering up the proper Propitiatory Sacrifice of the Body of Chriſt > 


I do not deny that the People had a ſhare in the Sacrifice, according to 


the ſenſe of Antiquity ; not only from their Oblations, but becauſe as 
Caſſand, Caſſander well obſerves, the Ancients did call the whole Euchariſtical Of 


conſule.de ſſce, as it took in the Peoples Part as well as the Prieſts, by the Name 


on & Of a Sacrifice ; and ſo the Oblations, Prayers, Thankſgivings, Conſecra- 


Sang. tion, Commemoration, Diſtribution, Participation did all belong to the Sa. 
tt. crifice. But ſince you reſtrain the true and proper Sacrifice to the Oblati- 
on of the Boch of Chriſt to God by the Prieſt, Dr. St. had reaſon to ſay, 
that the Sacrifice among you belongs to the Prieſts, and is not an Exter- 
nal Act of Worſhip common to all. And ſo according to the ſenſe you 
put on the Maſs- Boot, you leave no one Act of peculiar External Mor- 
ſhip appropriated to God, which is to be performed by all Chriſttans ; which 
was the thing to be proved. Me 4 3 
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To Mr. GOD D E NM; 8 


Giving a True Account of a 


Late Conference 


At the Deanery of St. Paul = 


I, 


Was very much ſurprized at the ſight of ſeveral Copies you have 
] given out of the Conference between us at my Houſe in January 
laſt. For although you took great Care in the Conference it ſelf to 
keep me from expecting any great Ingenuity from Joy after it ; yet T 
could hardly believe you would have ventured fo far as to have given 
out ſuch falſe and imperfect Copies of what paſt as all thoſe have been 
which came to my hands, and were all ſaid to be diſperſed by you. You 
know very well that the Gentleman who wrote for you never read his 
Papers in the Concluſion, that we might judge how fairly he had repre- 
ſented both ſides. . And when they were neither Read, nor Compared, 
nor Signed as they ought to have been, with what Ingenuity can theſe 
be diſperſed through ſo many hands for True and Authentick Copies 2 
At leaſt you ought to have ſent them to me and to have anſwered my. 
Objections againſt them before you had read them in Coffee-houſes, 
and made ſuch Deſcants upon them in places where you were ſure I 
would not be preſent to contradict you. But when nothing was done 
to make your Copy appear to be good, they muſt be of very eaſy Faith 
and Underſtanding who would take your word in this matter, without 
ſo much as any Motives of Credibility. my 


I hear you made great Boaſts of your Victory after the Conference, 


which 1 only ſmiled at, and thought you hoped to make your ſelf con- 
ſderable by your Vanity. If you gain no greater Victories, you will 
very little increaſe the Number. of your Converts : For the Gentleman, 
for whoſe ſake the Conference was, declared immediately after it, that 
he was much more confirmed in the Communion of our Church by it, and re- 
ſolved to continue in it; which he hath ſince repeated ſeveral times to 
me. But of all the Perſons of your Church, I have yet met with, you 

had leaſt Reaſon to go away with the boaſt of a Victory. 3 
For I pray, call but to mind how the Conference ended, and I think 
you will be aſhamed of your boaſting. When you came to your De- 
monſtration of Tnfallibility in the Church of Rome, which came to this 
in ſhort, That all Traditienary Chriſtians believe the ſame to day which they 
: | F 


» 
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did yeſterday, and ſo up to the time of our Bleſſed Saviour, and if they fol. F 


low this Rule they can never err in Faith, therefore are infallible : And yon 
proved they could not innovate in Faith unleſs they did forget what they held 
the day before, or out of Malice alter it. I thought the beſt way to ſhew 


the Vanity of cl fare Demonſtration was to produ 


7 ; F* an Inſtance of 
ſuch as followed Tradition, add yet you.could not deny to haveerred, 


and that was of the Greet Church, which went upon Tradition from . 


ther to Son, as much as ever the, Roman did: And ] deſired to know of 
you whether the Greet Charch notwithitinding, did not err in Matters 
of Faith ; And if it did, then a Church holding to Tradition was not 
infallible. Your anfwer was, That the Greek Church followed Tradition, 
till the Arians left that Rule and took up a new one, 1. e. Scripture privately 
interpreted. I told you J. did not mean the Ariaus, but the;preſent. Greek 
Church (which you charge with Rerefy,) and yet they follow Traditi- 
on from Father to Son. This I was forced to repeat over and over, but 
no Anſwer could I get from you, but you ſtill run back to the Arias, 
and compared them and the Calviniſts, which I told you was not at all 
to the purpoſe; for T inſiſted upon the preſent Greek Church, and ſo you 
roſe up in a heat, and endeavour'd to keep thoſe who wrote from ſet- 
ting down this laſt part as it ought to have been. af 
In the Papers diſperſed by you, you make ine barely put the Queſti- 
on, Whether the Greek Church did follow Tradition from Father to Son in 
Matters of Faith or no? But dg not mention the Inference I drew from 
it, ang which is ſet down in the Original Paper that was read aloud and 
approved by both Parties, That if the Greek Church followed Tradition, 
which is undeniably true, and is granted by your ſelf in your Anſwer, 
then a Church holding to Tradition as its Rule may err in Matters of Faith, 
which, unavoidably overthrows your pretended Demonſtration. For 
you cannot make an evaſion, by ſay ing, That though the Greek Church 
once adhered to Tradition, yet in the Time of Arianiſm it left that Rule 
and took up another, and ſo ever ſince fell into Error as the Calviniſts did; 
for that is apparently falſe as, to the preſent Greek Church (of which! 
ſpake) as is known to every, one that knows any thing of the Greek 
Church, which ia all its Diflerences with the Roman Church as to the 
Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt, the Pope's Supremacy, Purgatory, &c. {till 
pleaded Tradition and adhered to it. Neither is ſo much of your An- 
ſwer true, as that even the Arians went off from the Rule of Tradition, 
for they inſiſted on it, and Petavius thinks they had good Reaſon for it. 
But however, ſaid my Inſtance was not about them, but the preſent 
Greek Church, and this J do affirm, you gave no Anſwer at all to. 


I know what Arts have been uſed to get Mr. 7. to approve your Co- 


py - Thave not ſeen what he wrote, and I deſired him to bring the 
Gentleman to me who wrote for you, that we might compare ours to- 
gether ; but word was leſt with my Servant, that he was not well. But 
ſuppoſe he ſhould now correct his Copy, this will be too late for my 
Vindication, ſince ſo many imperfect ones have been given out and 
diſperſed, not only here in Town, but over ſeveral parts of the Nati- 
on. And therefore I am forced to take this way to put a ſtop to ſuch 
diſingenuous Proceeding, I hear Mr. M. pretends that 1 gave out falſe 
Copies, which is ſo far from being true, that J was often ſolicited on 
the Account of your Papers, before I let one be ſeen, and then it was 
only to correct the Errors of yours. And mine was taken by a Perſon 
of Learning as well as Integrity, who was preſent at — Con- 
| erence, 
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ference and very well underſtood the whole matter. But becauſe your 
Writer's Copy was not then read, and none ſigned, I deſire you now to 


make good theſe two things, which the whole Conference depended 
upon. | . 1 "of 


(1.). That we have no abſolute Certainty as to the Rule of our Faith, x 
viz. the Scripture ; although we have a larger and firmer Tradition for 3 1 
it, viz. the Conſent of all Chriſtian Churches, than you can have for the 0 
Points of Faith in difference between us © "Wh... 

(2) That the Tradition from Father to Son is an infallible Convey- ” 
ance of Matters of Faith, notwithſtanding the Greek Church is charged 


by you with Error, which adhered to Tradition, wy 
If you give a ſatisfactory Account of theſe two things, you will ac- 
uit your ſelf much better than by boaſting in Coffee-houſes, and diſper- 
fog ſuch Copies of Conferences. If you decline giving an Anſwer to 
this juſt and neceſſary Vindication of my ſelf, the World will eaſily ſee 
on whoſe fide the Victory lay; but I confeſs J did not think it worth 
boaſting of. „ 5 
If you are really ſuch a Man at Controverſy, as J hear you would þt 
taken for, I offer you a fair Opportunity to ſhew your ſelf : And. I do 
promiſe by God's Aſſiſtance to return an Anſwer to you in ſuch a man- 
ner, as will be leaſt liable to the Injury of Falſe Copies. 3 


1 am, 


S1R, 


f March 7. | | Tour Humble Servant 1 
1685. | | | en 1 . 


t | 5 | E. S. 
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In Anſwer to Twũʃꝛ r LEE TT EN s lately Publiſh- 
_ ed concerning the CON FEAREN C at the 
* Deariety QESt PANE: , Dan! PROT wir 
l SIR, ICED $5.07 8% 2s 2803 3 295 ll * <BY . 0 ay 
„ may wonder that I continue my Application to your ſelf, 
| when two Gentlemen have appeared in Print ſo lately for Vou; 
but the Character they give of Vou is ſo extraordinary, that I have no 
mind to change my Man; and therefore hope you will at laſt generouſſy 


undertake the Defence of your own Cauſe. The Author of the firſt 


Letter, faith, Thoſe that know you better think there is not an honeſter 
Man in the Nation, and that if you have wronged me it is the firſt wrong you 
ever did in your Life. I am afraid ſome will ſuſpe& your Friend was 
not in earneſt when he wrote this; and that it rather looks like libelling 
the Nation than commending You. But becauſe it is ſo rare a thing to 
meet with a Perſon ſet forth with ſuch Advantage ; you cannot blame 


me for deſiring to hold a Correſpondence with You in the way of Let- 


ters. For all Mr: M. s Arguments for Verbal Conferences have not pre- 
vailed upon me; and therefore I proceed in Writing to You, looking 
on this Way as much freer from ſudden Heats and Surprizes, more cau- 
tious and deliberate, and leſs liable to Cavils and Miſrepreſentations. 
And methinks the Account Mr. M. gives of our Conference, confutes 
all his Arguments; unleſs they be better managed in Coffee-houſes and o- 
ther Places, i. e. with more Temper andFairneſs, than he repreſents ours 
to have been. | 


The Truth is, the Experience J have had of the Diſingenuity both in 


and after them, hath made me not very fond of them. But it may be 


Verbal Conferences are moſt agreeable to Oral Tradition; but we who pre- 


fer a Written Rule as far more certain, rather chuſe to publiſh in Wri- 
ting the Senſe of our Minds, than leave it to the Arbitrary Repreſent- 


ing of others Words. 


Which J had ſuffered ſo much by, that T was forced for my own Vin- 
dication to betake my felt to Writing a former Letter to you, wherein I 


_ complained of the Injury done me by falſe and imperfect Copies of our 


Conference diſperſed by you. F that were the firſt Wrong you ever did 
in your Life, I am very ſorry you ſhould begin with me. For after all 
that your Friends have ſaid for you J am ſtill of the ſame Opinion. And 
in this Letter ſhall more fully give you my Reaſons, 


But 


| * 
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hut T hope. you are not now one hundred and fifty Miles off, leſt I be 
| told again that I take advantage of your great diſtance, as though J durſt 
| not write to you at a leſs diſtance than between L. and Ch. But in caſe you 
were there ſtill, am I the leſs injured by your going fo far? Or less 
obliged to vindicate my ſelf among thoſe who had been abuſed by falſe 
Reports and Copies of the Conference ? Ns 4 "hy 
I now apply my ſelf to what Mr. M. hath faid for you in Anſwer to 
my former Letter. | 3 
Mr. M. ſaith, p. 5. Jou were far from making great Boaſts of a Vidtary * 
after the Conference. Muſt I rely on Mr. M. s Authority, againſt the In- 
falibility of Oral Tradition > The matter of Fact was deliver d to me 
from ſeveral Perſons who themſelves heard you, and in ſeveral Places. 
What muſt I now believe according to your Infallible Rule of Oral Tra- 
dition? Here are ſeveral Witneſſes of unqueſtionable Credit, who td it 
(not by a long Series from Father toSon,but) immediately from your,own. 
Mouth ; who could not eafily forget what they heard Joufay, and would not 
out of Malice alter it; and yet your own Advocate declares expreſly 
contrary to them, and thinks T am bound to believe his Teſtimony a- 
gainſt them all. I pray, Sir, conſider what a Reflection this is upon 
your Rule, and what little Security we can have for our Faith then, by 
Oral Tradition. If ſo many Perſons who were competent Judges of 
what they heard themſelves, and whoſe Teſtimony T had no reaſon ta 
ſuſpect, could ſo ſtrangely deceive me, at ſo little a Diſtance, what In- 
fallibility can you pretend in bare Tradition of Matters of Faith, when 
the things themſelves are ſo much harder to conceive and deliver entire, 
and the diſtance ſo very much greater? Either therefore you mult re- 
nounce your Advocate if you hold to the Infallibility of Oral Traditi- 
on; or if you hold to Mr. M. you muſt renounce your Rule of 
Faith, | 3 8 
Mr. M. ſeems to deny the Charge of your giving out falſe and imper- 
fell Copies of the Conference, But that which J charged you chiefly 
with, was from one that was received from your own Hands ; and the 
Reſt I ſaw afterwards agreed with it. And yet Mr. M. cannot deny 
that the Copies given out contained lame and unfiniſhed Diſcourſes, p. F. 
that the Noiſe and Wrangling might hinder the Writers from being ſo exact, 
p. 15. that we parted in ſo great a hurry, that thoſe things which were 
ſpoken were not written, nor ſome, perhaps, of what was written, ſo nicely 
f exaft, &c. p. 19. that in the latter part of this Diſpute , Things were not 
ſet down ſo exadtly as they ought to have been, ibid. that the Diſputations 
| of the Conference are lame and imperfect, p. 25. Thele being the Words 
of your own Advocate, had I not juſt cauſe tocomplain that, ſuch Co- 
pies ſhould be diſperſed abroad, as a true Account of the Conference be- 
tween us; whereas himſelf confeſſes them to have been ſo lame and im 
perfect? And yet theſe were given about with great Induſtry and Care, 
as tho' an entire Account of what paſſed at the Conference, were con- 
tained in them; and few Days paſſed, but I heard great Boaſts were 
made of this Conference, and ſome ſaid, That they had it under my Hand 
that Lima e % IBF 5 
| I think therefore, I had reaſon to complain, of imperfef Copies, ſince - 
Mr. M. confeſſes they were no better. But this is not all, for I had 
ſald the Copies I had ſeen were falſe as well as imper fett. 
To make out this Charge I muſt inſiſt on ſome Particulars, as they 
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A Second Letter to Mr. Godden, 


I propoſed the Queſtion about the Church of Rome's Infallibility (as 


falſly put in; and it is eaſy to gueſs with what Deſign. But to proceed, 


lowing the Univerſal Teſtimony of all Traditionary Chriſtians : 


Senſe and Meaning of Tradition ? 


. Hæreſ. 
Blackloin 


When Mr. T. declared himſelf ſatisfied as to the Grounds of Faith, 
without the Roman Churches Infallibility, which was the true State of 
the Queſtion debated in the firſt part {of which more by and by,) He 
deſired to know for his own Satisfaction, om you would prove the Church 
of Rome 70 be infallible > This in your Copy is faid to be put by me. 
And leſt this might be thought a mere caſual Miſtake, T am certainly 
informed that Mr. M. told a Gentleman to whom he gave a Copy, that 


though I did it on purpoſe to divert the Diſcourſe) whereas Mr. 7. de. 
claring himſelf ſatisfied with the Anſwers given about the Grounds of our 
Certainty, deſired that he might propoſe a Queſtion to you, Hom you 
could prove the Church of Rome to be Inſallible? And in a Copy ſent from 
Ch. where you diſperſed it, the Title of the Second Diſpute is, Sti/ing. 
fleet's firſt Queſtion, How do you prove, &c. ſo that my Name was here 


When you ſaid zhe Infallibility of the Church of Rome conſiſted in fol. 


Your Copy makes me ask a very wiſe Queſtion upon it, viz, How 
does it appear that the Church of Rome is Infallible in Tradition? 

Whereas I put Two Queſtions to you. | 

(I.) How does it appear that the Church of Rome is Infallille in the 


(2.) Is this Tradition a Rule of Faith diſtinf from Scripture 2 

The Deſign of which Queſtions was to ſhew, | 

(r.) That to receive a Doctrine by mere Tradition, can afford no 
Infallible Ground of Faith, unleſs Perſons be aſſured of the true Sense 
and Meaning of the Doctrine fo delivered. As for inſtance, ſuppoſe the 
Doctrine delivered be tha? Chriſt was the Son of God ; if the Intallibili- 
ty of Tradition goes no farther than the bare Delivery from Father to 
Son, then Faith can go no farther than general Words , tho' an Here- 
tical Senſe may lie under them. If the Infallibility doth extend to the 
Senſe and meaning of theſe Words, then either every Traditionary 
Chriſtian is to give this Senſe, which will make a very large Infallibili- 
ty in the whole Body of Traditionary Chriſtians, or elſe the Explain- 


ing the Senſe and Meaning of Tradition, muſt belong to a certain Or- 


der of Men, by virtue of a Divine Promiſe. Tf ſo, then the Infallibi- 
lity of Tradition cannot conſiſt in holding the ſame Doctrine to day that 
was delivered yeſterday, and ſo up to the time of our Bleſſed Saviour, as you 
aſſerted. For, if the Church may explain the Senſe and Meaning of 
Tradition, ſo as to oblige Men to believe that by virtue of ſuch Expli- 
cation which they were not obliged to before, then it is impoſſible the 
Infallibility of Tradition ſhould lie in a conſtant Tradition trom Father 
to Son. For they have no Power to oblige to any more than they re- 
ceived : But according to the Doctrine of the Church of Rome ( and 
ſome will tell you, it is Hereſy to deny it, and I appeal to E. Warner 
if it be not) the Church hath Power and Authority to explain the Senſe 
and Meaning of Tradition ; ſo as Perſons are obliged upon Pain of 
Damnation to believe that Senſe and Meaning of Tradition which the 
preſent Church delivers. As will appear by an undeniable Inſtance. 
The Tradition of a Real Preſence in the Euchariſt is allowed on all 
hands ; but all the Controverſy is, and hath been for ſome Ages, what 
the Senſe and Meaning of this Tradition is 2 Whether it be a Real Pre- 
ſence by way of Efficacy and Influence, or by a Myſtical Union, +] rl 

| — 
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Subſtantial Change of the very Elements into the Body and Blöd of 
Chriſt. The Tradition of the teal Preſence may be preferved under 
every one of theſe Explications : The Qiteſtion now is, Whether it be 
ſufficient to adhere to the General Tradition of the Church ? Or, it be 
not neceſſary to Salvation to adhere to the Church's Explication of the 
Senſe and Meaning of this Tradition in che Couttefts of Lateras and 
Trent 2 If it be ſaid, That the Senſe and Meaning 4 ths Tradition as 
| there expreſſed (viz. Tranſubſtantiation) was always deltver d from Father 
70 Con: J anſwer, 1. This is more than is pretended by many of the 
greateſt Men in the Roman Church, as hath been lately "abundantly 


4 


ſhewed. And it is impoſſible to make it out, that the mannet of the 


Preſence hath been conſtantly deliver d from Father to Son from the time 
of Chriſt and his Apoſtles; for the main Teſtimonies alledged out of 
Antiquity, are only for a Real Preſence; and there are as expreſs Te- 
ſtimonies againſt the Change of the Elements, as there are any for the 
other. 2. This takes off from the Power and Authority of the Church 
of Rome, if. it cannot make a neceſſary Explication of the Senſe and 
Meaning of Tradition, and reſolves all into a mere Human Faith; which 


is the unavoidable Conſequence of this Doctrine of Oral Tradition. 


For no other Account can be given of it than from mere Natural Rea- 
ſon, viz. That Traditionary Chriſtians could not believe otherwiſe to Da 

than they did Tefterday. Granting this to be true (which is very far from 
being ſo, as ſhall be ſhewed, when Your Anſwer to the Inſtance of the 
Greek Church comes abroad) yet the utmoſt that this can amount to is, 
that T reſolve my Faith into a Logical Demonſtration. And is this he 


Faith Chriſtians are to be ſaved by 2 What Grare of God, What Aſiſtance 


of the Holy Spirit are neceſſary to ſuch a Faith as this? But for this, 1 
refer you to the Hæreſis Blackloana, ce. ain, 
2. I intended by the ſecond Queſtion to put a Difference between 
the Tradition allowed by us, and the Tradition diſputed. Tf no more 
were meant by Tradition than the Univerſal Tradition of the Chriſtian 
Church as to the Books of Seripture ; this I had before granted to be a 
ſufficient Ground for the Certainty of our Faith as to the Canon of 
Scripture, which is our Rule of Faith ; but if by Tradition be under- 
ſtood, either ſome neceſſary Articles of Faith not contained in Serip- 
ture, or a Power in the Church to make unneceſſary to become neceſ- 
_ this J denied, and deſire to ſee ſome better Proof of it than you 
produce. 19 Ss | 
All the Anſwer which you give in your own Paper to theſe two Que- 
ſtions, is, That all Traditionary Chriſtians, that is, all Biſhops, all Prieſts, 
all Fathers, and all People following this Rule , and receiving, aith becauſe 
it was received the Day before, could not innovate in Faith, unleſs they-could 
all either forget what they received the Day before, or oat of Malice thange 


it ; therefore becauſe no Cauſe can be aſſigned for ſuch an Effeft, they cannot 
. ii ear mene ee 


innovate; If there can? Aﬀign it. | 18 1 

Now to which of the Queſtions that J put, is this an Anſwer? Hoth 
this ſhew that the Church of Rome is Infallible in giving the Senſe and 
Meaning of Tradition? Or that this Tradition is a Rule of Faith di- 
ſtin& from Scripture 2 But it ſeems to be an Anſwer to the Queſtion 
in your Copy; and therefore it is very ſuſpicious , that the Queſtion 
was ſo framed, that the Anſwer might ſeem pertinent to 


To 
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To ſhew the Vanity of this Demonſtration, I produced the Inſtance 
of the Greet Church which followed Tradition from Father to Son, and 
yet you charge it with Error in Matters of Faith, ſo that a Church 
following Tradition, may err in Matters of Faith. 

Here again your Copy notoriouſly fails, for it makes me put ſuch a- 
nother wiſe Queſtion as before. | 

Whether the Greek Church did follow from Father to Son, the Tradition 
in Matters of Faith, or no? | 5 | 

As though J had deſired Information from you, whether it did, yea, 
or no? And that had been all. But J urged plainly that it did, and 
notwithſtanding you charge it with Error, ( nay, with Hereſie;) which 
overthrows all the force of your Demonſtration, that a Church follow. 
ing Tradition cannot err, when you charge a Church following Tradi- 

tion with Hereſie., | | | 

And is not this ſomething like Falſification, to leave out the whole 


force and ſtrength of an Argument? And to leave it a very inſipid 


toothleſs Queſtion 2  _ F 
No, faith Mr. M. p. 18. It was only to ſpare a little unneceſſary Pains ; 
for it cannot be imagined he ſhould have any other Deſign in leaving out 


* thoſe Words. 


I do not charge the Gentleman who wrote, with a deſign to falſify, 
but I cannot excuſe you from diſperſing falſe Copies, in that when you 
could not but ſee the Notorious Defects of this Copy, you would diſ- 


perſe it as containing a true Account of the Conference. Methinks you 


were very ſparing in the neceſſary Pains of Correcting it, before you had 
2 it in Companies for the true Copy, and given it to others to tran- 
ſcribe. 15000 c 

As to the Concluſion, Mr. M. confeſſes that it was not diſtinctiy ſet 
down ; but I ſay again, that Copy is falſe in the Concluſion. For theſe 
are the Words, ; 

The Greek Church followed Tradition from Father to Son] rid they 
iff that Rule, and took up another, and ſo fell into Error as the Calviniſts 
did. | | | 3 3 | 

Here is not one Word concerning the Arians, which you cannot but 
remember that you ran to, and mentioned over and over, when I told 
you the Greek Church did ſtill follow Tradition as her Rule; you ſaid 
the Arians left the Rule, and interpreted Scripture as the Calviniſts did. 
I told you again that I meant not the Arians, but the preſent Greek 
Church; and 1 do particularly remember, that I deſired the Gentleman 
who wrote for you, to put down in his Paper, that it was the preſent 
Greek Church I ſpake of 5 
I grant, as Mr. M. faith, p. 19. that it was not ſet down by your Con- 

ſent any where; for the Truth is, when you found your felt pinched 
by this Inſtance, you grew ſo very uneaſie, that you did all you could 
to bring things into that Confuſion and Diſorder, which Mr. M. men- 
tions. You roſe up in a great heat, and talked a great deal to no pur- 
poſe about Calviniſts, &c. for all the ways I could uſe , could not bring 
you to ſet down any farther Anſwer to the preſſing Inſtance of the 
Greek Church. You confeſſed, I had raiſed a vaſt Difficulty about it; but 


after all, you left no Anſwer behind you to this Difficulty, and I ſtill 
deſire. you to give it. 2 


Mr. M. p. 19. doth ingenuouſly confeſs that this Point was not fully clear- 
ed. No, not in any Meaſure. But he faith, 7 began with * 
con- 


4 


oy * . 2 4" - 
me * — 


1 confeſs it is a terrible Reproach to tell a Man, he cannot Anſwer an 
Argument; but that he makes uſe of Tricks to avoid it, and chat I 
never met with any that excelled you in that kind. Farther than this, 
I remember not that I uſed any Term of Reproach to you. Aufl the 
only way to wipe off ſuch a Reproach, is to give a fair and Ingenuous 
Anſwer ; and till that be done, this Reproach will ſtickk. hit 
As to Mr. 7.'s Slip, in calling the Greet Church an Uuiverſal Charch, 
methinks you might excuſe him for the fake of the Roman 'Capholick 
Church; which in other Words is the Roman Univerſal Charch. And 
why ſhould not ſuch a Contradiction do as well in Greek as Latir, fince 
the Patriarch of ConFantinople had the Title of Oecumenical Patniarch ? 
But this Gentleman cannot eſcape ſo ; for although Mr. M. cannot 
deny, that at the End of the firſt Diſpute he declared that he was fully ſa- 


tified with my Anſwers ; (p. 10. ) yet he  defires leave to judge how far 


this Satisfaction of Mr. T. was Rational, and what Grounds he had for it. 
If Mr. Z. had been unſatisfied with my Anſwers, no doubt he had paſ- 
ſed for a Rational and Ingenious Man; but his Misfortune is, that he 
could not ſee Reaſons in your Demonſtrations 3. nor the want of it in 
what ] offer'd to prove the Certainty of our Faith, without your pre- 
tence tofilnfallibility; © 1 Tet. OSidnal.. 
Therefore to ſatisfie the World that Mr. 7. had ſufficient Grounds for 
what he then faid, I ſhall now examine and weigh all the Parts of that 
Conference, and conſider what Mr. M. hath ſaid about it. 

The Occaſion of it is thus ſet down by him, (p. 2.) Toa had affirm- 
ed in ſome Companies, that no Proteſtant could ſhew any Ground of Abſolute 
Certainty for their Faith ; and that Mr. T. had promiſed you that if I were 
not able to manifeſt the contrary, he would forſake our Communion, \, 

Hitherto Mr. 7. was a very rational Man, becauſe he appeared to 
doubt of his Religion.; and if a little thing had fatisfied him; 3. e. if 
he had been converted by your Demonſtration, he rchad been more ſo 
than ever. But if a Man cannot be convinced by your Reaſon to 

change his Religion, who can help it? And yet I very much queſtion 
whether F. V. would abſolve any Man who profeſſed to embrace the 
Catholick Faith on your Grounds ; which overthrow the Churches Au- 
thority in Matters of Faith, and proceed upon Pelagzan Principles. 

The firſt thing which was propoſed, faith Mr. M. (p. 3.) and indeed 
the only Subject Mr. G. had any purpoſe to diſcourſe on was, Whether Prote- 
ſtants had a Ground of Abſolute Certainty for their Faith, or not? Here 
the Faith ſpoken of, is that Faith whereby we are Chriſtians, and your 
Pretence was that without your Infallibility we can have no Abſolute 


, Certainty of the Chriſtian Faith, z. e. of the Grounds on which we 


believe the Scripture to contain the Word of God; or all things neceſ- 
fary to be believ'd by us in order to Salvation. We 
Therefore when the Queſtion was put by you: er ng 
Q. 1. Whether you are abſolutely certain that you hold now the ſame Te- 
nets in Faith, and all that our Saviour taught to his Apoſtles? © 
A. 1. My Anſwer was, That we are abſolutely certain that we now hold 
all the ſame Doctrine that was taught by Chriſt and his Apoſtles. 
Wherein I plainly diſtinguiſh between that Doctrine which Chriſt by 
his own Mouth taught his Apoſtles , and that which the Apoſtles, did 
by the Spirit of Chriſt teach the whole Church. The Account I of- 
ter'd as to the Chriſtian Faith, was not, as to what Chriſt taught, by an 
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Oral Tradition, (as the Fews affirm of Moſes delivering an unwritten 


Law ) 
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Law) but I framed my Anſwer on purpoſe, to ſhew that our Faith is 
not to be reſolved into what Chriſt taught, any otherwiſe than as it is 
conveyed to us by the Writings of the Apoſtles and Evangeliſts. Fox 
the Reſolution of our Faith, as to what Chriſt himſelf taught, is not 
to be made into the Words of Chriſt teaching, conveyed by an Oral 


Tradition from his Time downwards, but into the Words of Chriſt as 
recorded by the holy Writers of the New Teſtament. And ſo much! 


a 


expreſſed in Anſwer to the next Queſtion. | 


Q. 2. By what certain Rule do you hold it? 
A. 2. By the Divine Revelations contained in the Writings of the New 


\ . Teſtament. 


Here was no Subtilty or Learning requiſite, but to give a plain An- 
ſwer, as to the Rule of our Faith. Which we do aſſert to be the Writ- 


ten Word, and no Oral Tradition. 


Q. 3. Then follow d, By what certain Rule do you know that the New 
Teſtament, which we now have, does contain all the Divine Revelations of 
Chriſt and his Apoſtles? © LEDs, 
A. 3. By the Univerſal Teſtimony of the Chriſtian Church from the Apo. 
files time downwards. 5 5 ; 

In which Anſwer, I laid down the Grounds of our different Reſoly. 
tion of Faith from that which you. contend for; and which I at 
large explained in the Conference it ſelf ; vzz. that our Certainty of Faith 
is chiefly reſolved into the Teſtimony of the Apoſtolical Churches, 
which firſt received the Books of the New Teſtament from the Divine 


Writers of them; and from theſe Churches where the Authentick 
Writings themſelves were preſerved , Copies were diſperſed over other 


Churches, which by comparing together the Teſtimonies of the ſeve- 


ral Churches, did by degrees fix upon the Certain Canon of the New 


Teſtament. 


| Here a Queſtion was ſtarted, Whether all the Books of the New Teſta- 
ment were alike recerved> - a, 1 

I anſwer d, not at firſt, but after due Examination thoſe which were 
at firſt Controverted, came to be univerſally received. And ] parti- 
cularly inſtanced in the Church of Rome ; which a long time did not re- 
ceive the Epiſtle to the Hebreus, when it was received by other Churches; 


but at laſt did yield to the Teſtimony of other Churches therein. From 
whence I obſerved, that the Church of Rome was far from being believ- 


ed then to have the Authority of making the Canon of Scripture, or 
being Infallible in Faith; it being then taxed for disbelieving a Part of 
Scripture, and being at laſt over-ruled by the Teſtimony of the other 
Apoſtolical Churches. | 

J remember I asked you how it came about that the Church of Rome 


in St. Ferom's time did err about the Epiſtle to the Hebreus, if there 
were any Infallibility in it? 


And your Anſwer was, that Rome was at a great Diſtance from Judea: 
Which J thought a ſtrange Anſwer , eonſidering the Communication 
the Churches then had at greater Diſtance, and the frequent Recourſe 
of Fews to Rome ; but eſpecially if that Church had any Promiſe of In- 


fallibility made to it. Which, to be juſt to you, I do not remember 
that you once aſſerted, in all that two Hours diſcourſe. And truly you 


were not inconſiſtent with your Principles therein: For Infallibility by 
Promiſe and by Oral Tradition are as different as Grace and Nature, 
or the Aſſent of Faith from a Dictate of Reaſon. In Faith a DN 

| Teſti- 
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Teſtimony is ſuppoſed ; in the Infallibility of Oral Tradition nothing 
but a Natural Principle, that Men muſt hold the ſame Doctrine to day that 
they did yeſterday, and ſo up to the time of our Bleſſed Saviour. | 

Where the different method of our reſolving Faith appears ; you be- 
gin at the preſent time, and ſo run upwards, but the force of all lies in 
the connexion of one Link with another inſeparably; which, I fay, will 
by no means hold; but ours begins with the Apoſtolical Churches 
which firſt received the Sacred Books, and delivered them down; their 
Teſtimony is the Authentick Inſtrument of conveying down the Canon 
of Scripture, and the following Tradition of the Church is only a con- 
veying down- that firſt Teitimony upon which we believe the Canon of 
the New Teſtament. There were many interlocutory Paſſages about 
this Subject; but this is the Subſtance of what J diſtinctly remem- 
ber. | we ff 

Q. 4. Was that Univerſal Teſtimony an Infallible Rule, to aſſure us cer- 
Lain) down to our Time, that the New Teſtament contained all the Divine 

Revelations of Chriſt and his Apoſtles? | * 

A. 4. The Univerſal Teſtimony of the Chriſtian Church concerning the 
Book of Scripture, and the Doctrine contained therein, is a ſufficient Ground 
to make us certain of all Matters neceſſary to our Salvation. N 

To make this Anſwer clear, we are to conſider that the Scripture 
being our ſole and entire Rule of Faith, all Matters neceſſary to Salva- 
tion muſt be ſuppoſed to be contained therein ; and therefore theſame 
Teſtimony which delivers the Scripture to us, doth deliver all the ne- 
ceſſary Articles of Faith as contained therein: Which are there recei- 
ved as in the Lump ; and if we receive the Book which contains all, 
we muſt by the ſame Authority receive all contained in it. As if a 
Purſe be left to a Man by his Father's Will, full of Gold and Silver, 
and this by the Executors be declared to contain all the Gold and Silver 
his Father left him ; they who deliver this Purſe to him from the Exe- 
. cutors, do certainly deliver to him all the Gold and Silver left him by 
his Father. But if he ſuſpects there was both Gold and Silver left him 


4 by his Father which was not in that Purſe, «then he muſt call in Queſti- 
. on the Integrity of the Executors, who declared that all was contained 
* therein. This is now the Caſe of the Chriſtian Church, as to all Di- 
vine Truths which reſpe& Mens Salvation: The Primitive Church, who 


anſwer to the Executors in the other Caſe, did unanimouſly declare that 
all ſuch Truths were undoubtedly contained in the Written Word. Al- 
| though therefore there may be a real difference in the Nature of the 
: Doctrines therein contained, as there is between Gold and Silver, yet 
he that receives all, mult receive the one as well as the other ; and the 
Matters of Salvation being of greateſt Moment, they that receive the 
whole Will of God upon Grounds of Certainty, muſt be aſſured that 
therein they receive all Matters neceſſary to our Salvation. 
Againſt my Anſwer to this Queſtion, Mr. M.. ſuggeſts ſeveral things; 
. 908 4 
4 1 to Difference of Tranſlations. Doth Mr. M. think our Faith 


is to be reſolved into the Original Texts? What becomes then of the 
Vulgar Latin? For although the Council of Trent declares it to be Au- 
: thentick, yet I take it to be but a Tranſlation. But there is a difference 
of Tranſlations, and there is no unanimous Conſent of the Chriſtian Church 
7 for any one. And how is it poſſible there ſhould be, ſince the Chriſtian 
9 Church conſiſts of ſo many Bodies of Men of different Countries and 


1 : * > Lan- 
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Languages: But we have the unanimous Conſent of all the ancient 
Chriſtian Churches, for the Tranſlation of the Scripture into their own 
Languages ; which ſhews that they thought the People ought to be ac- 
quainted with it, as the Word of God fo tranſlated, and that they were 
to reſolve their Faith into it, as they were capable of underſtanding it. 
And it is very hard to conceive how Faith can be reſolved into an un- 
known Tongue ; but we have the unanimous Conſent of the Chriſtian 
Church, that Faith muſt reſt upon the Word of God, which is contain. 
ed in the Books of Scripture. And therefore we have the Conſent of 
the Chriſtian Church, againft reſolving Faith into the Infallibility of 
Oral Tradition. For if this were the Chriſtian Method of Reſolving 
Faith, there would have been very little Uſe or Neceſſity of Scripture ; 
and the Fathers were extremely miſtaken in the mighty CharaQers, 
which on all Occaſions they give of it; not only of the Excellency of 
the Matter contained in it, but as a Rule of Faith for all Chriſtians ; 
as I might eaſily ſhew if there were occaſion. But I deſire to ſee any 
thing like the Conſent of the Chriſtian Church, from the Apoſtles time 
downwards, for reſolving Faith into mere Oral Tradition: And certain- 
ly if the Church had ufed this way, it muſt have underſtood it, and 
expreſſed it. And it is a juſt Preſcription againſt a Method of reſol- 
ving Faith, that the ancient Chriſtian Church, which conſiſted (1 
hope } of True Believers, never knew any thing concerning it ; and 
yet, I ſuppoſe, they had aue Certainty of their Faith, though they 
had different Tranſlations of the Bible among them. | 

(2.) As to the Number of Books. I do not deny that there was in the 
firſt Ages a difference in ſeveral Churches about the Number of Ano. 

nical Books; but this doth not hinder that Univerſal Teſtimony T men- 
tioned : For, (I.) it adds Weight to the Churches Teſtimony, that 

where there was any Controverſie about any Canonical Book of the 
New Teſtament, the Matter was examined and debated, and at laſt, 
after a through Diſcuſſion the Book was received, as happened about 
the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, Which was not received by the Authority 
of one Church impoſing upon another, but by a fair Examination of 
Evidence produced for its Apoſtolical Authority ; which being allow'd, 
it hath been received by the unanimous Conſent of the Chriſtian Church. 
(2.) There hath been ever ſince an uncontradicted Conſent of the Chri- 
ſtian Church, as to the Canonical Books of the New Teſtament. No 
one Church diſputing the Authority of any of them. And even the 
Council of Trent agrees with us herein; although it endeavours to ob- 
trude ſome Books for Canonical in the Old Teſtament, which never had 
the Univerſal Conſent of the Jewiſh or Chriſtian Church for them. 

(3.) He defires to know, how J underſtand that all the Divine Revela- 
tions are contained in the New Teſtament, viz. Whether all neceſſary Arti- 
cles of Faith are contained in the New Teſtament virtually and implicitly, or 
clearly and explicitly ; the former will do me little ſervice, the latter is con- 
tradicted by the Church of Rome, and therefore I can plead no Univerſal 
Teſtimony of the Chriſtian Church ; and ſo my Plea for abſolute Certainty is 
groundleſs. | 

To this I Anſwer, 

(1.) If it be agreed that all Doctrines of Faith, neceſſary to Salva- 
tion, are contained in Scripture either explicitly or implicitly, (which 
Mr. M. denies not ) it is ſufficient for my purpoſe. For the Ground 
of my Faith is abſolutely Certain, viz. That all neceſſary Articles of 


Faith 
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— Faith are contained in Scripture : And if they be eplictt, I am bound 
ie. to give a diſtin Aſſent to them; it they be not, then no more is requi- 
re | red of me than to believe them, when they do appear to be there; 
it which is no more than a general Preparation of Mind, to yield my af- 
* | ſent to whatſoever doth appear to me to be the Word of God. Sothat 
as my Faith reſts on the Word of God, as its abſolute Ground of Cer- 
8 rainty ; but the particular Certainty as to this or that Doctrine, depends 
of upon the Evidence that it is contained in Seripture. And it is the gene- 
of | ral Ground of Faith we are now upon, and not the particalar Aﬀs 
S 18 The Church of Rome's aſſuming to it ſelf the Power of making 
5 implicit Articles to become explicit by its declaring the Senſe of them, 
of - doth not overthrow the Certainty of our Faith. For as long as it is 
7 granted that all neceſſary Articles of Faith are there lee or im- 
y plicitely, by an Univerſal Conſent of the Chriſtian Church, it ſignifies 
<6 nothing to the ſhaking of my Faith, that a particular Part of the Church 
1 doth aſſume ſuch a Power to it ſelf. For this muſt come among the 
4 particular Points of Faith, and not the general Grounds : It. muſt be 


7 | ture either explicitely or implicitely. If explicitely, we defire to ſee it in 
| expreſs Terms, which I ſuppoſe you will not pretend to; if only zu- 
plicitely, T pray tell me how I can be explicitely bound to believe ſuch 
a Power in the Church of Rome, which is only implicitely there 2 And 
. by what Power this implicite Article comes to be made explicite > For 
the Power of the Church it ſelf being the Article in queſtion, it is im- 
a poſſible that while it is only implicitely there, it ſhould make it ſelf ex. 
; plicite. If it be ſaid, that it will become explicite to any ſober Enquirer, 
| then every ſuch Perſon may without the Churches help, find out all 
Neceſſary Points of Faith; which is a Doctrine J am ſo from being 
aſhamed of, that T think it moſt agreeable to the Goodneſs of Goc 
| the Nature of the Chriſtian Faith, and the Unanimous Conſent of the 
Chriſtian Church for many Ages. But this is beyond our preſent Bu- 
ſineſs. ETD 5 | 
(3.) The Church of Rome hath no where dechred in Council, that 
it hath any ſuch Power of making implicite Articles of Faith contained 
in Scripture, to become explicite by its explaining the Senſe of them. 
For the Church of Rome doth not pretend to make nem Articles of Faith; 
but to make an implicite Doctrine to become explicite, is really to make 
a new Article of Faith. Tt doth not indeed make a nem Divine Reve- 
lation, but it makes that which was not neceſlary to be belieyed, tobe- 
come neceſſary ; and what is not neceſſary to be believed, is no Article 
of Faith, What is only believed implicitely, is not actually believed; but 
there is only a Preparation of Mind to believe it, ſuppoſing it to be 
made appear to be a Matter of Faith. Beſides, the Church of Rome 
declares that it receives its Doctrines by Tradition; and although I have 
often heard of an implicite Faith, I know not what to make of an im- 
plicite Tradition. I had thought whatever is delivered by way of Tra- 
dition, muſt be explicite ; or elſe the Father and Son might eaſily be miſta- 
ten: And fo for all chat I can ſee, Mr. M. and you muſt diſpute it out; 
tor you ſay, That the Infallibility of Faith 22 on Oral Tradition, 
and the Infallibility of Oral Tradition on this, that the Traditionary Chri- 
ftians hold the ſame Doctrine to Day that was delivered Tefterday in Faith, 
and ſo up to the time of our Bleſſed Saviour, But what think you _— 
| | ry i. 0 


* 


. | looked on as an Article of Faith, and ſo it muſt be . in Scrip- 
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Mr. M. The Church hath Power to make known Doctrines implicite and vir. 


explicite Articles of Faith. And thus undoubtedly many Innovations 


they have attempted to bring it out of Scripture ; but that being net 


the Church of Rowe hath aſſumed ſucha Power, yet it ſtill diſowned it, 


_ . Anſw. 5. By the Univerſal Teſtimony of the Chriſtian Church con- 


of Mr. M.'s Aſſertion, That the Church hath Power to interpret and male 
known implicite Doctrines contained in Scripture, ſo as to make it neceſſary ty 
believe them explicitely 2 For he ſaith, That all the Churches in Commu. 
nion with Rome, do hold there are Divine Revelations in Scripture, which 
are contained there virtually and implicitely, ſo as they need the Churches in. 
terpretation and Authority, for being made known to us. Let us now la 

theſe Two Aſſertions together. if your Doctrine hold good, A Do- 
ctrines of Faith muſt be explcitely delivered from Father to Son: No, faith 


tually contained in Scripture. I pray could the Father communicate to 
his Son what was only implicitely and virtually contained in Scripture? 
If Mr. M. ſays true, here is a very poſſible Cauſe of Innovation aſſign. 
ed without Forgetfulneſs or Malice ; viz. when the Fathers of the Church 
take upon them to draw forth implicite Doctrines, and to make them 


have come into the Church ; when ſome Perſons have taken up a par- 
ticular Opinion, and becauſe nothing would prevail without Scripture, 


plain or clear for it, they gave out it was virtually and implicitely con- 
tained in it; and thus it paſſed from one to another, till it getting foot- 
ing in the Church, and prevailing over a great part of it; then, leſt 
the Church ſhould be charged with Error and Innovation, the prevail- 
ing Party takes upon it to declare this to be the Senſe and Meaning of 
rae rs and to require all Perſons of their Communion to believe it. 
And thus Mr. M. hath anſwered your Demonſtration. But ſtill; although 


and even in the Council of 7rext pretended zo interpret Scripture accor- 
ding to the unanimous Senſeof the Fathers; which is directly contrary to 
the Power of making known ſuch a Senſe and Meaning. of Scripture in 
Doctrines of Faith, as may oblige Men to believe that explicitely now, 
which they were not obliged to, by any precedent Senſe or Explica- 
tion, 5 | | 
T come now to the Fifth and Laſt Queſtion. 

Qu. 5. Being the Words Chriſtian Church may be taken in ſevera 
Latitudes by Perſons of different Religions, I deſire to know what that 
Chriſtian Church is, whoſe Teſtimony concerning the Books of Scri- 
pture, and the Doctrine contained therein, is a ſufficient ground to 
make us certain of all matters that are neceſſary to our Salvation ? 


cerning the Books of. Scripture which are our Rule of Faith as to mat- 
ters of Salvation, I mean the Univerſal Conſent of all Chriſtian 
Churches from the Apoſtles Times downwards. 

This Mr. M. calls 7rifling, (p. 13. ) and in this you agree, though 
you differ in the Reſolution of Faith. But I pray wherein does this 
Trifling lies Was it becauſe I would not anſwer as you would have had 
me ? But I do not yet ſee how I could have anſwered more to the pur- 
poſe. The Queſtion in ſhort was, What the Chriſtian Church was, 
whoſe Univerſal Teſtimony J relied upon as to the Canon of Scripture? 


My Anſwer was, That the Chriſtian Church is that which is made up 


of all Chriſtian Churches; and their Univerſal Conſent is that Teſli- 

mony we rely upon. Is this 7rifling ? ; | 
But, faith Mr. M. (p. 14.) Mr. G.'s Intention was to know what 
Churches I accounted Chriſtian Churches. I told you over and over, ſince 
we 


* 
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we were enquiring into the general Grounds of Faith, if we Had the 
* Univerſal Teſtimony of all Chriſtian Churches, J had no reaſon to go 
any farther. For if all Churches of the Chriſtian World be agreed, as 
they are, about the Canon of the New Teſtament, this was ſufficient 
for the Certainty of our Faith, without looking after any Infallibility 
in the Church of Rome. And this, you know, was the main Point in 
Diſpute between us; as appears by the occaſion of it, as is ſet down by 
Mr. M. You affirmed, That no Prote ſtant could ſhew any Ground of Ab- 
ſolute Certainty for their Faith : T undertook to ſhew'we had; for our 
Faith is reſolved into the Scripture as the Word of God; and whatever 
is built on the Word of God, is abſolutely Certain: And that theſe 
Books of the New Teſtament contain our Rule of Faith, as being the 
Word of God, we have the:UYniverſal Teſtimony of all Chriſtian Chur- 
ches. And this makes our Faith, as to theſe Books, abſolutely certain. 
And where now is the Trifling? Doth the Univerſal Teſtimony of all 
Chriſtian Churches afford ſufficient Ground of Certainty as to the Books 
ol Scripture, or not? Tf not, why do you not ſhew wherein it fails 2 
If it doth, what mean you to call this 7r;fling > When it is apparent I 
have gained the Point I aimed at, viz. That we Proteſtants have certain 
Grounds for our Faith, without any need of the Roman Churches Infallibi- 
lity, Which was the thing to be ſhewed, FFF 
But Mr. M. tells me (p. 14.) That you anted me whether I included 
the Arians, Neſtorians, Eutychians and Calviniſts, 4nd urged that this 
Queſtion might be written down ; to which I did not conſent : Becauſe Mr. 
IT. declared he was fully ſatisfied, and defired to propoſe a New (Queſtion to 


I grant you did ask me the Queſtion ſeveral times, whether I inclu- 
ded the Arians, Neſtorians, &c. I told you I rejected the Doctrinęs of 
all ſuch as were condemned by the Four General Councils, as the Ari- 
ans, Neſtorians, and Eutychians were; but it was not pertinent to out 
Purpoſe to conſider, how far any under thoſe Denominations might be 
Parts of the Catholick Church: For ſince we had the Conſent of all 
Chriſtian Churches in this Matter, I had no Reaſon to leſſen the Evi- 
dence they gave by a Concurrent Teſtimany. For the Argument was 
ſo much ſtronger, ſince all Churches, under all Denominations, did a- 
gree in it. 5 50 

But Mr. M. ſtill complains, that T would not permit your Sixth Que- 
ſtion, viz. What Churches ] looF'd on as Members of the Chriſtian Church? 
It is ſtrange he ſhould forget for what Reaſon J rejected it, viz. Becauſe 
it wasnot pertinent to our Buſineſs. For, if the Teſtimony of all Chri- 
ſtian Churches be more conſiderable than only of ſome, why ſhould I 
leſſen the ſtrength of the Argument taken from the Univerſal Conſent | 
of all Chriſtian Churches: The other Queſtion muſt have led us into 
other Diſputes, foreign to our Buſineſs ; and my Deſign was to keep 
cloſe to the Matter of Certainty ; about which the Conference began. 

And now I hope I have given an Anſwer to the Letter, defiring Infor- 
„ mation of the Conference; which I did forbear in my firſt Letter to ſet 
; down at large, foreſeeing that either your ſelf or your Friend would of- 
ter me farther Occaſion, to give a fuller Account of it. 


p 1 


5 But becauſe the Subſtance of the. whole Conference depended on 
thoſe two Points, Ce a — 

1. Whether the Univerſal Conſent of all Chriſtian Churches be not 

a ſufficient Ground for our Certainty, as to our Rule of Faith, viz. the 

SCripture ? | 2. Whether 
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2. Whether Tradition from Father to Son, be an Infallible Convey. 
ance of Matters of Faith? _ _ | | 
To ſhew wherein the main force of the whole Conference lay in few 
Words, I deſired you to make good theſe Two Things ; | 


* TT — 2 * 
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. That we have no Abſolute Certainty as to the Rule of our Faith, 
viz. the Scripture ; although we have a larger and firmer Tradition for 


— 


it, viz. The Conſent of all Chriſtian Churches, than you can have for 

the Points in Difference between us. INT. 7 
2. That the Tradition from Father to Son, is an Infallible Convey- 
ance in Matters of Faith, notwithſtanding the Greek Church is charged 

by you with Error, which adhered to Tradition. Li Ws 
Now upon this, the Author of the Firſt Letter deſires 20 be commen- 
ded to me as a Man who loves to ſpare his own Pains. For tis as much as 
to ſay, do you do all the Work, and I will fit by, and tell you whether it be 
well done or no; muſt Mr. G. prove that Proteſtants have no Abſolute Cer- 
 tainty? ih Jian 8 I 

I think you are bound to do it, upon Mr. M.'s own Account of the 
Occaſion of the Conference, viz. That you affirmed that no Proteſtants 
could ſhew any Ground of Certainty for their Faith. -And upon this the 
Conference was deſired ; and ſince therein I undertake to ſhew what 
our Ground of Certainty was, you ought to make it evident wherein it 
fails: And you have not ſo much as offer d at any thing to diſprove it, 
but would fairly have run into another Diſpute ; and becauſe T would not 
2 yield to it, you and Mr. M. call me a Trifler. You ſeeT have not been 
ſo ſparing of my Pains now; but TI would commend that Gentleman to 

you, who get other Men to do your Work for you. 3 


But he goes on, 7 thought it had concerned them to be ſatisfied that they 
have. Yes, ſo we are; and are very well ſatisfied that we ſtand upon 
ſuret Grounds, . than thoſe who go upon the baffled Pretence of the In- 
fallibility of Oral Tradition; for which no one Church of the Chriſtian 
World hath declared. | 1 

For the Infallibility of Tradition in the Church of Rome is another 
thing, depending upon a Divine Promiſe, and not a kind of mere Na- 
tural Infallibility. But he faith, he takes no notice that the Queſtion is 
veered from Certainty of Proteſtant Doctrine, to Certainty of Scripture. 

How ſtrangely miſtaken is this Gentleman in the whole Matter! For 
the Queſtion was wholly about the Certainty of Faith in general; as ful- 
ly appears by what is ſaid already. When the Grounds of Faith are 
made clear, we ſhall come eaſier to particular Points of Difference be- 
tween us. Tf we may have ſufficient Certainty without your Pretence 
of Infallibility, then we may have a true and ſound Faith without 

coming into your Church; and where there is ſuch a Faith, there is a 
Poſſibility of Salyation, and conſequently there can be no Neceſſity of 
Forſaking the Communion of a Church, where we have ſuch certain 
Grounds. of Faith. | 

Mr. M. in anſwer to the firſt Particular, ſpeaks more home and cloſe 
to the Purpoſe, and therefore what he faith deſerves to be more firiQ- 
ly Examined. ers 85 | 

(1. ) It i not denied, ſaith he (p. 28.) that there is in Faith an alſo- 
lute Certainty for that Scripture wherein we agree. Thus far Mr. M. grants 
what you deny, That we Proteſtants have abſolute Certainty for our Faith. 
But he will not allow us to be able o ſpew any ſuch Certainty on our Prin- 
ciples. Now this is truly a hard Caſe we arc in; there is an Abſolute 


Certainty, 
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Certainty, and this Certainty lies in Univerſal Tradition; and we can 
ſhew this Univerſal Tradition, and yet we cannot ſhew the true Ground 
of our Certainty. If this be our Caſe, we deſerve to be either pitied 
r begg d. | DDD ITE 
I 2 dy Mr. M. hath ſome Colour for ſuch a ſtrange Aſſertion. 
This is all he pretends for it; That in the time of the Reformation, the 
Proteſtants charged all Chriſtian Churches with Errors, not only in other 
Articles of their Belief, but even in the Tradition or Delivery of Scripture. 
Therefore we can have no Certainty now, from the Univerſal Traditi- 
on of Chriſtian Churches. Suppoſe ſome Men were then to blame, in 
charging ſome Churches with more Errors than they were guilty of ; 
muſt therefore no Argument be taken from their Conſent, when things 
are more cleared, and better underſtood 2 This is juſt as if it had been 
| faid of the Blind Man whom our Saviour cured, Jon ſaw Men walking 
like Trees at firſt, and therefore you have no Right to judge them to 
be otherwiſe now,. Or like one newly eſcaped out of a dark Priſon, 
who fears and ſuſpects every one he meets, and takes all for Enemies, 
till he be better acquainted with them ; muſt this Man therefore never 
have any certain Knowledge afterwards of Friends and Enemies'? But 
why doth not Mr. M. name the Churches which the Reformers charged with 
Errors in delivering the Canon of Scripture ? J am ſure they plead the 
Conſent of the Eaſtern Churches againſt the 7ridentine Canon, as to the 
Old Teſtament ; and all Chriſtian. Churches are known to agree as to 
the New, and why ſuch an Unziver/al Conſent ſhould not afford a Ground 
of Certainty to us, is beyond my Underſtanding. LAY 
40 Be 
terpreted ) by the Church, but as underſtood or to be underſtood, without 
a neceſſity of ſubmitting to the Interpretation of the Church) by every ſo- 
ber Enquirer, tho of themeaneſt Capacity); for which Rule we are far from 


having the Conſent of all Chriſtian Churches. The main Queſtion is, 


Whether Scripture be a Rule of Faith to us, or not? And certainly all 
that believe it to be the Word of God, muſt take it for a Rule of Faith. 
For, ſince the Reaſon of our Believing is | becauſe God hath revealed, 
whatever God hath revealed muſt be believed; and a Book containing 
in it ſuch Revelations, muſt be the Rule of our Faith; z. e. by it we 
are to judge what we are bound to believe as Divine Revelations. The 
beſt of your Divines do all agree, That our Faith is not to be reſolved 
into any other Revelation than that which was made by Chrift and his 
Apoſtles, and that this Revelation is contained in the Books of the'New 
Teſtament. This being agreed on both ſides, every Chriftian, how 
mean ſoever his Capacity be, muſt look on the Scripture as his Rule of 
Faith ; for he that is bound to believe at all, muſt have ſome Rule, or 
elſe he may believe any thing : He finds all Perſons agreed, rhat the 
Scripture is the Word of God, and God's Word is an Infallible Rule; 


thereſore he is bound to ſearch the Scripture, for the Matters of Faith.. 


And is it potlible to imagine that God himſelf ſhould direct the making 
of this Rule for the Benefit of all who are bound to believe, and not to 
make it uſeful to its End, vix. to be able to direct them in the necef- 
fary Points of Salvation? The Founders of Monaſtic Orders made 

Rules for all thoſe who were to live in them, and obliged them to ob- 
_ ſervethem, under Pain of Expulſion : T deſire to know, whether this 
doth not ſuppoſe that thoſe Rules are capable of being underſtood by 
all Perſons admitted into thoſe Orders, ſo far as they are concerned ? 


And 


ſaith, Our Raule is Scripture, not as IS ( or to be in- 
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And whether the Penalty would be reaſonable, in caſe they could not 
underſtand their Duty by them? But in our caſe the Matter is of far 
greater Moment ; for Mens Eternal Salvation or Miſery depends upon 
knowing and doing the will of God contained in Scripture : And therefore 
it is of ſo much greater Conſequence and Neceſſity, that all Perſons who 


are concerned for their Salvation, ſhould be able to underſtand by dili. 


gent and careful reading the Scripture, ſo much as is required of them 
in order to it. And this was the certain Faith of the Primitive Church, 
that all things neceſſary to Salvation were plain in Scripture ; and if they 
were plain, they needed no Interpreter. ke ev 

But we have not the Conſent of all Chriſtian Churches, that the Scriz. 
ture is a Rule of Faith without the Churches Interpretation. I anſwer, 
that we have the Conſent of all Chriſtian Churches, that the Scripture 
is a Rule of Faith; but, whether beſides this Rule, there be an 7nfallil!s 


Judge of Controverſies, or Interpreter of - Scripture , is another diſtinct 


Controverſy. We have the, unanimous conſent of all Chriſtian 
Churches for the one; but in the. preſent ſtate . of Chriſtendom we do 
not pretend it for the other: For we are well enough acquainted with 
the pretence of Infallibility in the Church of Rome; but then we ſay 
that it is impoſſible. for you to bring ſuch an unanimous conſent of all 
Chriſtian. Churches for your Iufallible Fudge , as we do bring for our 


Rule of Faith; and therefore we have much greater certainty of our 
Rule, than you can have of your afa//ible, Judge. We appeal to al the 


Churches. of the Chriſtian World for our Rule; you dare not appeal to 
any one Church beſides your on for your Iufallibility: For, it is utter- 


ly denied by all the Eaſtern Churches, though of very different Deno- 


minations. And when you bring an univerſal conſent of all Chriſtian 
Churches for the Roman Churches Infallibility, I may ſafely promiſe to 
become your Convert. 

But yet they do not agree that every man is to interpret Scripture for him— 


elf. What is the meaning of interpreting Scripture for himſelf 2 If it be, 


that a Man is to rely on Scripture as his Rule of Faith in order to Sal- 
vation, then we have their univerſal conſent, in as much as they deli- 
ver this as the Rule of Faith. If it be, that in doubtful places he is 
to rely on his own Judgment, without making uſe of the beſt helps, 
then we pretend to no ſuch thing; tor we aſſert the contrary , and do 
think in all doubtful Caſes that Perſons are bound to make uſe of the 
beſt and moſt reaſonable means for their Satisfaction; among which 
we not only reckon Prayer, Meditation, comparing Scripture and Ex- 
politors upon it, but the help of Spiritual Guides, and the Senſe of the 


Primitive Church; which our Church doth eſpecially recommend, and 


which we look on as the beſt Arbitrator between us in all our Contro- 
verſies about the ſenſe of doubtful places of Scripture. . 3 

But after all, either there muſt be an Infallible Fudge, or every Man 
muſt judge for himſelf in all Matters that concern his Salvation. And 
therefore, if we have the conſent of all Chriſtian Churches, againſt the 
only pretended Infallible Judge, we have their conſent likewite , that 
every Man is to judge for his own Salyation. And this all Mankind 
are really agreed in, whatever ſome may pretend; or elſe it is to no pur- 
poſe for you to go about to make Converts ; for, in ſo doing, you 
make the Perſon you intend to convert Judge of the beſt way to Salva- 
tion ; and not only ſo, but you make him Judge of all the Controver- 
ſies between Us and You, and eſpecially of the true grounds of ow 
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And how ridicalous after this is it to pretend that a Man is not to judge 

for himſelf in matters that concern his Salvation: . 1 ROE a 
(z.) Laſtly, Mr. M. (p. 29.) defires to know" what thoſe Chriſtian | 
Ghurches are, whoſe Teſtimony is require towards the aſſuring us , what is 
Scripture and what not, and by what Mark 1 diſtinguiſhed them from o- 
thers 2 J anſwer again, by no other Mark than that they are Chriſtian 
Churches; and it is a great ſatisfaction to any Man's Mind, that howe- b 
ver they differ about other matters, yet they are all agreed in the Ca- 
non of the New Teſtament. I am by no means bound to aſſign any Rule 
in this caſe, as you deſire, whereby to diſtinguiſh Orthodox Churches from 
Heretical ; for, whatever they are in other points, they all agree in 

this, which is the Foundation of our Faith. eee 

As to the 2d. Point J propoſed in my Letter to be made good, viz, 

That the Tradition from Father to Son is an infallible Conveyance of Matters 
of Faith, notwithſtanding the Greek Church is charged by you with Errors, 
which adhered to Tradition ; the Author of the firſt Letter thinks you are 
concerned to anſwer. it. But then he thinks Jam as well bound to anſwer 


ay your Argument. In good time ! But was not that very Inſtance of the 
1 Greek Church produced on purpoſe to ſhew the weakneſs of the Argu- 
ur ment 2 And is not making that plain, anſwering it as effectually, as the 
ur Philoſopher's Argument againſt Motion was, when the Man moved be- 
be BW fore him ? For he proved that impoſſible, which he ſhewed was ſo far 
0 from it, that he ſaw him do it. And Sophiſtical Arguments are beſt 
r anſwer'd by clear and undeniable Inſtances : And this of the Greet Church 
i is of that nature. | ee BCT $0 290081 A 
n But he faith, OZjef;ons may be raiſed againſt the moſt undeniable Truth; 
0 


and he inſtanceth in two things mathematically demonſtrable ; and yet OB 
jections may be made againſt them, which cannot kaſily be anſwered. But 
the difference of the Caſe is very plain; for thoſe inſtances only ſhew, 
C-: that there are ſome things above our Comprehenſion about Matter and 
; Motion ; but what is this to an infallible Rule of Faith ; which every 
one is bound to know, if (according toyou) he would have any cer- 
tainty of his Faith : And if it appears by a notorious Inſtance that it 


3 fails, (for a whole Church, and a very great and ancient Church, is 

a accuſed by you of no leſs than Hereſy, and yet it adhered to Tradition) 

: then the Demonſtration is quite gone. But Mr. M. ſaith (p. 29.) That 

; you never acknowledged that the Greek Church erred while it adhered to 

5 Tradition ; and therefore my ſuppoſing it is to beg, the Queſtion, and miſcre- 
| preſent the ſlate of the Argument. But whether you acknowledged it or 


+ Not, the Greek Church did adhere to Tradition, when the Latin Church 
charged it with Hereſy. And certainly I may be allowed to argue 
from an undeniable inſtance, as J ſhall believe it to be, till J ſee the An- 
{wer to it which Mr. M. promiſes in his Concluſion. = | 
Before he comes to that, he lets me know (p. 31.) that himſelf and 
ſeveral others, upon comparing my two Propoſitions together, had found a 
contradiftion in them, and ſo they had once more Dr. St. againſt Dr. St. 
This is as witty an Obſervation as the Author of Pax vobis had made 
upon me; who, becauſe I had proved from St. Paul's Words that Fup;- 
ter was ſometimes taken among the Heathens for he true God, from 
thence wiſely infers, that I am for introducing, Paganiſm, and hardly be- 
lieve another Life; but this is ſo groſs and ridiculous a Calumny, that 
it hardly deſerves to be taken notice of. But JI pray let me fee this 
Controverſy-juggle as Mr. M. phraſes it; and how Dr. Sr. is ſet up againſt 
—— Dd Ee Ff | Dr. 
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Dr. St. Thus it lies: In my firſt Propoſition, I ſtem ue affirm that the. 
Tradition of all Chriſtian Churches is 4 Ground of Abſolute Certainty for 


the Admittance of Scripture ; and in the ſecond I would infer, that Tra. 


dition is no Infallible Conveyance of Matters of Faith, but the Belief of 


the Scripture is a Matter of Faith. A rare Diſcovery ! Methinks Mr. C. 
appears very well qualified to ſet up for a Controvertiſt, and much ſuch a 


one as thoſe who formerly ſet Dr. S . againſt Dr. St. But the Author of the 


Firſt Letter obſerves, that I. ſpare my own Pains, and put the Proof upon 
Hou; and Mr. M. confeſſes, that the Occaſion of the Conference was, that 


you affirmed that Proteſtants could not ſhew any Ground of Abſolute Certain. 
zy for their Faith. Therefore, ſince you own Tradition to be an infal. 
lible way of conveying Faith, I deſired to know how you could deny 
that we had any ground for abſolute certainty of our Faith as to the 
Word of God, when the Tradition we go upon is ſo mech larger and 


firmer than any you can bring for the Points of Faith in difference be- 
tween us. But then as to your way of explaining Tradition, not with 
reſpect to the Books of Scripture, but to particular Pottrines of Faith, I 
propoſed the ſecond particular to you to make good, viz. That the Tra- 
dition from Father to Son is an infallible conveyance of Matters of 
Faith, notwithſtanding the Greek Church is charged by you with Error 
which adhered to Tradition. 7 Ro 


If therefore you do own the Infallibility of Tradition you have no 


Reaſon to deny that we have any ground of Certainty, who have a more 
unqueſtionable Tradition for the Scriptures, than you can have for your 
diſtinguiſhing Doctrines, or the Matters of Controverſy between us. 
Yet, how can you eſteem your way of Tradition an infallible convey- 
ance of Matters of Faith, when you charge the Greek Church with He- 
reſy, which adhered to Tradition? | S 
Thus J leave any Reader to judge, where the appearance of a Con. 
tradiction lies. DOLL 
There remains nothing more in either of the Letters which IT can 
think requires an Anſwer ; unleſs it be that T charge Mr. M. with »fing 
Arts to get Mr. T. to ſign your Copy. I do confeſs that when he told me 
Mr. M. had ſpoken to him that they might meet and compare and ſign 
each other's Copies, without acquainting me with it, or deſiring that 
Copy which was taken for me, 0 and was read aloud till the Company 
roſe ) and that he had ſaid I gave out falſe Copies, T did look upon theſe 
as Arts; but if he doth not like this Name (nor Mr. T.) I can ſoon 
find out another. And the matter of Fact is owned by Mr. M. in theſe 
words: Meeting accidentally with Mr. T. in the Street, I told him I heard 
you complained that Mr. G.'s Papers of the Conference were falſe, and there- 
fore I defired him to compare his Copy with that which was written for Mr. 
G. that we might ſee whether Mr. G. or his Amanuenſis had dealt fairly or 


not. Here is the very thing confeſſed which I complained of, viz. that, 


without acquainting me with it, he would have had Mr. 7. to have 
compared his Copy with theirs, after he confeſſes J had complained 
that the Copy they gave out was falſe. And if Mr. 7. had complied 
with this Propoſition, and after comparing had ſigned your Copy, 
what Triumphs had then been made, that Mr. T. himſelf had owned 
your Copy againſt me! And for this matter I need not make any Inſi- 
nuation, for the thing it ſelf is clear. The only way for your Juſtification 
had been, when you heard of my Complaint, to have brought or ſent 
your Copy to me to have examined and compared it; but I ſay ſtill, . 
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the was very unjuſtifiable for you to give out a Copy for the true Account 
fr of the Conierence, which was never read nor compared; and I think 
74. I have now made appear to have been both falſe aud imper feilt. 
"of And now, having finiſhed\the- main Parts of my Anſwer, I muſt 
6 make a Review, that nothing which may be thought material may 
12 eſcape me. For that is the conſtant Method of ſome Men, to ery 
he up what is unanſwered for unanſwerable, altho* it were only paſſed 
on over as not deſerving it. | "NS e 
42 1 did fay in my former Letter, that you took great Care in the 
1. Conference it ſelf, to keep me from expecting any great Ingenuity 
l. after it. The Author of the firſt Letter deres Information, what 
7 | , that Care was ? I am very unwilling to expoſe your Methods of. 
e Managing Conferences: But I deſire that Gentleman to be pre- 
d ſent at any of them, and he will find Satisfaction enough. But 
2 Mr. M. as a Proof of your Fairneſs, inſiſts (p. 2.) on your de- 
y | fire to put Things into Writing, Will Mr. AM. fay, that you Carried 
1 your ſelf fairly and ingenuouſly, as to the Manner of the Con- 
” terence ? That you gave me no Interfuptions > Uſed no fleering 
f Behaviour ? That you never offerd to put Things down againſt 
. muy Senſe ; nor hindered me in ſetting it down? That you 

made no Unhandſome Reflections, in the Interlocutory Part? If 
* Charity be any Part of Ingenuity, you ſhewed it abundantly : 
For, when you ſpake of Churches in "Communion with Rome, Mr. 


7. ſaid, What! and all other Churches muſt be in Gehenna ? 
You replied , with great Charity and Ingenuity, That many. a 
true Word was ſpoke in jeſt. If you are your ſelf in earneſt, 
I pray let us know for what Reaſon you damn us all? Is it 
for want of Certainty in our Faith > That is very far from be- 
ing proved by you. And if you could prove it in your way, 
for all that T can fee, you will damn almoſt all in the Church 
of Rome, as well as all out of it. For, if this Oral Tradition 
be the only certain way of Faith, and all are damn'd who wähnt 
ſuch Certainty ; what will become of all thoſe in the Church of 
_ 5 who believe as little of the Infallibii) of Oral Tradition as 
But, to return to your Ingenuity in the Conference: I ob- 
ſerve, That Mr. M. only mentions this Propoſal of putting the Con- 
ference in Writing, to ſhew your Ingenuity : He faith not a word 
ol it, as to your manner of Managing it. And truly, I then 
MM thought he was aſhamed of it; but whether he were or not, 
I am ſure he had Cauſe for it. He confeſſes. there was Nojſe, 
Wrangling, Confufrons, Interruptions, Heat, Paſſion , Perſonal Reffecti- 
ons; (p. 3, 9, 15.) And all this while you, were very fair and 
ingenuous, very meek and candid, very ſoft and obliging ; not 
in the leaſt boiſterous, impertinent, or provoking. Which all, 
who have been. preſent at your Conferences, will ſet their Hands, 
to. Alas, Sir! How much are you wronged , by being char- 
ged with Diſingenuity in the Conference? You are only. forced 
lometimes to overcome your Natural Repugnance to it, as Mr. M. 
ſaith he was, in writing bis Letter to me. © ON 
There is one thing Mr. M. frequently inſiſts upon, which I myſt 
give an Anſwer to; viz. That I was glad to put an end to the 
firſt Diſpute ; That the Iſſue of it was ſuch, that you could have 
Da» Len FEI . 5 
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no Temptation for Forgery in the Account of it, which is not greatly 
for my Credit; (p. 9.) That I was beholden to Mr. T. for breaks 
ing it ; (p. 20.) That JI was as little pleaſed with the true Cy. 
pies, as with the falſe ones; (p- 23.) That the Conference it ſe] 
was as little to my. „ ee, as the worſt Account of it; (p. ke 
Theſe are very fine Inſinuations, I muſt. not ſay Artificial ; for 
Mr. M. will no more like a Word taken from Arts, than the 
Word it ſelf. If he means, that I was very little pleaſed 
with the manner of your Conference, I do freely gonfefs it; 
and none who have been preſent at your other Conferences, will 


— 


blame me for it. 8 


But if he thinks that I was unſatisfied with the Grounds of 
Certainty which T gave, I utterly deny it. For I till aſſert the 
ſame thing, and abide by the Anſwer I then gave; and do ſtill 
hold, That the Univerſal Teſtimony of all Chriſtian Churches, is 4 
ſufficient Ground of Abſolute Certainty to us, as to the Rule of Faith, 
And this is an Anſwer I am ſo fully fatisfied in, that neither 
then nor now do I fear any Objections againſt it. But I would 
not be drawn off from the main Point to another Debate : And 
becauſe I reſolved to ſtick there, I thought it moſt reaſonable 
that Mr. T. ſhould be yielded to, for breaking it off at the Point 
in Queſtion ; which was not about the True Parts of the Catbo— 
lick kg „ but about the 7rue Ground of Certainty we bad for 
our Paith. | 


And when Mr. 7. declared, he had full Satisfaction as to that ; 
what Reaſon had I to go any further? 1 
As to the Trueſt Copies of the Conference, I was not for- 
ward to diſperſe them; not out of any Miſtruſt of the Anſwers 
I gave, but becauſe they contained only ſhort Heads, and Gene- 
ral Anſwers : For thoſe who deſire to ſee an Account of a Con- 
ference, expect to ſee a Relation of all that paſſed, or at leaſt 
| of all material Paſſages relating to it; and therefore, only a Ge- 
neral Repreſentation of it would ſeem dry and jejune, and not an- 
ſwer the ExpeQation they had of the Relation of a Conference. 
But, as to the Matter it ſelf, ſo far as it is truly ſet down, 
( of which T have now given a fulkr Account ) I do abide by 
it. And, F my Credit ſuffer by it, I do aſſure you, it is not 
by reaſon of any Objection Mr. M. hath made againſt it, or any 
that T foreſee can be made. | 
Mr. M. chargeth me with Diſingenuous and Unchriſtian Proceeding 
toward you; (p. 23.) This is a home Charge, and not much 
indeed for my Credit , if he can in the leaſt make it good. But 
if not, I leave him to judge where the Difingenuous and Un- 
chriſtian Proceeding lies; and to remember his Application of he 
Mote and the BE AM, Cp. 15.) Whereon is the heavy Charge 
grounded? Why, forſooth, When, JI heard of falſe aud imperfect 
Copies, I ought to have ſent, to you, to know whether they were 
given out by u: What! When they came to my Hands from 
thoſe very Perſons to whom you gave them? But, 7 ought to 
have ſhewn you the Errors of them, and defired their Amendment. 


It was, indeed, a very likely and hopeful way of Vindicating 
my ſelf. When I knew, from the very Perſons to whom you 
ſpake, what Boaſts you had made of your Victory, and ng 

N : 5 Dub- 


; * 
* 3 A. * N 


Publick Places you had read the Copies in ; it was 4 very pro- 


bable thing, that if T had ſhewed you the Falfity of them, 
vou would have gone to thoſe very Places and Perſons, and 
told them; Gentlemen, I muſt beg all your Pardons ,. for I 


* communicated falſe Copies to you, and told you idle and ly- 
© ing Stories about the Conference: For T have been ſince with 


| © Dy, St. and he hath demonſtrated to me, that my Copy was 


not true; altho' it were my own Copy, and that which 1 

deliver to you for very true. Do you think, Sir, you 
could have overcome your Natural Repugnance fo much, as to 
have yielded to this Method of Satisfaction? If not, when TI 
was aſſured ſo many Copies were diſperſed in Town and Coun- 


try, which you could not recal, if you intended it; when I 


was called upon time after time by my Friends, and it was told 
me, ſomething muſt be done towards my Vindication - What 
could I do more proper or effectual, than to publiſh that Let- 


ter; which hath fo much provoked Mr. M. as to make him 


overcome his Natural Repugnance, and to appear in Print*? | 

But yet there are other Circumſtances which make my Proceeding 
neither Ingenuous nor Chriſtian. As that, The Letter was publiſhed 
fo long after. That ſhews how ufiilling I was to be, brought 
to it; and nothing but mere Neceſſity could have overcome 
my Natural Repugnance, in ſuch a Caſe. For, as the Author of 
the former Letter well obferves, 7 love to ſpare my own Pains. 
But I took the Opportunity of your Abſence. Therein Mr. M. did 
me Injury. For, truly Sir, it was perfectly the ſame thing to 
me, whether you were at London of Weſt-Cheſter. Nay , the 
Argument would hold the other way, if it were true. For I 
heard of your talking of going to Cheffer, ſoon after the Con- 
ference ; and that you told Perſons you were juſt going; and I 
did believe you to be there, till I Pear of ſome other Confe- 
rences of yours. I do not think my felf bound to enquire after 


your Stays or Removes ; but I know how you had dne me wrong, 


and therefore Mr. M. can have no Reaſon to blame me for doing 
what was neceſſary for my own Vindication Ss 
Mr. M. charges me, (p. 35.) with having too mean an Opinion of you. 
If T be to blame in this, J hope you will take Care to rectiſie it: 
But Mr. M. hath not done much towards it. However, he takes a 
notable Advantage, as he thinks, from hence : We, faith he, wil 
be contented to paſs for Weak and Ignorant; and J ſhall be obliged to 
ſhew by whom you may be protected from Error. A very well compoun- 
ded Buſineſs ! But what if it be not in my Power, or any ones elſe, 
to make you Infallible? Did I ever promiſe or undertake any fuch 
thing? Or ſet. up Infallible Bills > When J do fo, then come to me 
tor ſuch Directions. We never pretend to make any Perſons Infallibles 
but to put them into a certain way to be ſaved; which we think i, 
much better. And if Men be honeſt and ſincere in their Endeavours, 
to know and do the Will of God, We have the Word of God for it, 
that they are in the certain way to Salvation; but if they could 


' 4be kept from all Error and yet not be ſincerely Good., Can 


Faith ſave him? Jam. 2. 14. What doth it profit, my Brethren, 
though a man ſay he hath Faith (even infallible Faith) and have 
not Works > I have long wonder'd at this kind of Miſtonary Zeal, 
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' A Second Lette? to Mr. Godden, 


as Mr. M. ſpeaks, (p. 34. ) againſt Error, and the want of I know vis 
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what Infallibiliiy; when ſo much leſs Zeal is ſhewed againſt Men's 7 
| Paltjons and Vices : Whereas, the Virtues of the Mind, and of a good 0 
4 Lite, are far more excellent and uſeſul to Mankind, than being kept & 
4 from Involuntary Errors. But, faith Mr. M. It i a meſt uncomfortable T 
thirg, to be ſhewn that you ought not to truſt your Reaſon, and to be told you ce 

ought. In anſwer to this Suggeſtion, J will tell you a very comforta. 6 

ble thing; and that is, the Allowance God makes for Ignorance and « 
Weakneſs. For, if God will not charge Involuntary Erro upon us, 5 
ue may think our ſelves as ſafe as if we were infallible. What Reaſon tt 
we have, we ought to make ufe of for the beſt Purpoſes; but if 9 
our Reaſon fail us, the Goodneſs of God will not, if we be Sin- i 

cee. | | | 

Yet Mr. A. cannot get it out of his head, but, that it is my Tast to | 
„ede ſome diſtinguiſhing Mark for the finding out thoſe Chriſtians on whaſe [i 
Tradition we may ſafely rely for the Reception of the holy Scriptares. How te 
often mult J repeat it, that it is none of my Task? And that, if the 1 
_ Teſtimony of all Chriſtian Churches be a ſufficient Ground of Cer- 1 
tainty, I have no Reaſon to examine farther 2 As for Inſtance, ſuppoſe 8 
upon a Lord-Mayor's Day, I ask of all the ſeveral Liveries and Com- { 
panies, and other People, whether m) Lord. Mayor be gone by; and 4 

they all unanimouſly agree, that he is; have not J reaſon to be fatis- | 

fied by this univerſal Conſent 2 Ay, but, Sir, faith Mr. M. you are to } 


conſider, that there was a great Diverſity in the Companies you met 
with; there was my Lord-Mayor's own Company, and many beſides, F 
ſome whereof had no Charters confirmed to them, I deſire you to 0 
tell me, which of the Companies had Charters , and which not; : 
for my part, I will believe none but the Teſtimony of thoſe Compa- 5 
nies which could produce their Charters. But, ſay I, iſ our Diſpute 8 
was about legal Companies, you ſay very well; but ſince J aim at no f 
more than knowing, whether my Lord-Mayor be gone by or not ; I think i 
the Teſtimony gf them all is ſufficient, whether incorporated or not; 0 
whether they were of the Orange or Blue Regiment, or any other Peo- 
ple in the Street; when I find them all ta agree in the ſame thing, I ( 
have no reaſon to queſtion the Certainty of it. T will not think fo | 
poorly of your Underſtandings, as to think it needs Application, But I 
muſt think ſo, if yet you think it my Task to fad oat a diftinguiſhing 
Mark between Churches, when the Univerſal Teſtimony of all Chriſtian 
Churches is ſufficient for the Certainty of our Faith; which Mr. N. fo 
often grants was the Occaſion and Subject of the Conference. 
And now there is nothing remaining to be anſwered in Mr. M's Let- 
ter to me, but his learned Diſcourſes about Yerbal Conferences and Cof- 
fee-Houſes ; which will require no long Anſwer from me. 
As to Verbal Conferences, they depend ſo much-on the Temper , In- 
genuity, Preſence of Mind, and particular Skill in Controverſy which 
Perſons have, that no certain Rule can be given about them. They 
may do Good, or Hurt, be Uſeful or Miſchievous, as the Perſons and 
Circumſtances are. And it is not the ſetting down ſome general Heads 
can prevent the Miſchief of falſe Reports, as I have had too large and 
freſh Experience of it. Which ought to make every one more Care- 
ful what ſort of Perſons he meets with upon fach Occaſions. © I do not 
ſee, how any Man can be ſecure as to his Reputation after them , if 
they are ſuch as run into Companies, frequent Coffee-houſes. and 2 
| ap 
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In Anſwer to his T'wo Letters, 207-224 


— 


apt to boaſt and to talk much of themſelves ; as that © at ſuch a fume, 
« faith one, I diſputed with ſuch a Man, and theſe were my Argu- 
« ments, and he gave ſuch trifling Anſwers to them, that I wonder he 


& ſhould have any Reputation. And to convince you, look ye Gentle- 


emen, here are the Notes of ſuch a Conference, do you mark what a 
« vitiful Anſwer this is; and then, when he was required to go farther 
« he refuſed, and pretended Buſineſs and Want of Time; ſo that upon 
« the whole Matter, I conclude him to be a Mere Trifler ”. All this 
while the"Perſon concerned is at a Diſtance, and knows nothing of all 
this; butNe is abuſed, and reproached at the Mercy of ſuch Perſons 
who look op an officious Lie as a Venial Sin; eſpecially when it is 
thought to ferve a Good Cauſe. And when the injured Perſon comes 
to underſtand how he hath been uſed, he hath no way left but to pub- 
liſh a Vindication of himſelf ; and fo Verbal Conferences, muſt end in 
writing Controverſies ; unleſs ſome effectual way could be found out 
to prevent Men's partial and diſingenuous Repreſenting them after- 
wards. There is too great Reaſon to believe that thoſe. who are moſt 
Impertinent in a Diſpute will be ſo after it ; and great Talkers are com- 
monly great Boaſters ; eſpecially when they hope to recommend them- 
ſelves by their prerended Victories and their Miſtonary Zeal of diſputing. 
in Coffee-houſes. mT 

A thing which Mr. M. obſerves (p. 34.) the Children of the Reforma- 
tion are little acquainted with. N | Og 

And I do not like the Mother of theſe Children a jot the leſs for it. 
For Religion is a grave and ſerious Thing , and ought to be treated 
with a Reſpect due to the Concernments of it. I am far from being 
a Friend to any Seditious, idle, or prophane Diſcourſes in thoſe places; but 
yet methinks it looks very oddly to turn Places of Diverſion into 
Schools of Diſputing. And if ſuch a Miſonary Zeal prevails , I ſup- 
poſe the Keepers of thoſe Houſes will give little Thanks to the Pro- 
moters of it ; for Men do not love to drink their warm Liquor in Mood 
and Figure; nor to lace their Coffee with Controverſies. 


a Crime to go to 
Coffee-houſes. Which is a notable device to make all the Gentlemen who 
frequent them, my Enemies. Whereas I only mentioned your read- 
ing your Paper in Coffee-houſes, and there boaſting of your Conference, 
wherein he might be ſure I would not be preſent to contradict him. 
But this is a diſtinguiſhing Mark of Mr. M's Ingenuity. | 

I ſhall mention one more, and conclude this Letter. Mr. M. con- 
telles many Lies are told in Coffee-houſes, (p. 33.) and I have ſome 
Reaſon to believe him. 1 FF po. 
. But if, faith he, all Places are to be avoided, wherein Lies are told, I 
am afraid Dr. St. would run the hazard of being filenced for want of a Pul- 


Mr. M. repreſents me (p. 33-) as one that thought it 


pit which might be ventured on. This is ſuch an obliging Complement 


to the London Clergy to compare their Pulpits to Coffee-houſes for Lying, 
that it is beyond my skill to return it. But if there be ſo little Truth 
in our Pulpits, as Mr. M. ſuggeſts, ,( which I am fure he can never 
prove) yet the conſtant Loyalty which hath been preached there, 
might have made Mr. M. a little more civil to them, than to compare 


them to Coffee-houſes ; wherein himſelf complains of Seditious , idle, 
en Diſcourſes. | 


Jam, 

SIR, | 
London, Apr. 21. a Tour Humble Servant, 
I 687. | E. S. 


N 
to 


* 
* 
8 
* 
* * — 
/ 7 
% 
— 
x 
- 
* 
2 Fd 
* 
— - 
13 
* 4 
. 
3 
» 
* * 
Ll - 
* , 
"up 
2 a 
BY / 3 P 
a. - 
u_ * 
. 
* % 
* 
* 
CY 
8 
6 * o 
. * 
5 — 
* 
— 
1 


5 , 61 
0 Fo * 3 

n 4 

* : 9 


: 
1 


VE", | good Reaſon to expect an Anſwer from him, who be- 
ſon to forbear, (and it is not hard tg gueſs at it) and 


for theſe Catholick Letters, though their whole Deſign be Infallibility, 


yet I cannot find ſo much as a fair Probabilig in them. But why 


muſt theſe be call'd Catholick Letters ? Are they written by ſome C4. 


tholick Biſhop, to give an Account of his Faiti according to the Cu- 


tom of the antient Church? Is it that the Do&trine contained in them 


is undoubtedly Catholick ? So far from it, that I ſhall make it appear, 


that no one Church of the Chriſtian World ever ond it. But, ſup- ® 


poſe it had been the Doctrine of the Roman Church, how could 
this make them Catholick Letters, unleſs. ſo great a Logician had firſt 
proved, that a part may aſſume the Denomination of the whole? But 


then why not Roman Catholictt Letten, according to the new Style? 


There was a Reaſon for this. J. Sergeant hath not forgotten how 
hardly he had lately efcap'd Cenſure at Rome, for the Principles con- 


tained in them; and therefore though he hopes 4 paſs 5 F 
N in the Title of 


Catholic here, yet he durſt not join 
bis Letters. * : 

But how comes J. Sergeant to be concern d in this Controverſy with 
Mr. Godden? The Acccunt he gives of it in the Beginning of his Firſt 


oman to Catholic 


Letter is very pleaſant. He faith, He accepted 4 Commiſſion from Mr.Godden, 


to hold his Cards, while he is not in Circumſtances to play out his Game himſelf 1 


G88 will 


* 
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: 9 | 5: ; * : "oi, I 1 43 1 | N | 
publiſhed my two Letters to Mr. Godden, I had 
gan the Controverſy. But it ſeems he had better Rea- 
2 I am turned over go one who pretends to write Cu- 


lick Letters againſt me. I have à great and juſt Reverence for ſome 
Cubolict Epiſtles, and believe them written by an Infallibli Spirit; hut 
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will not examine Mr. Godden's Circumſtances, nor the Game he 


Faith vindi- 
cared, p.13. 


Errcr non- 
Gp 
Puls d. p. 35 


xamine ! pls a; 
but methinks this is no very decent way. of expreſſing the undertaking 
a Debate about Matters of Faith and Salvation, But in truth, he 


makes the Buſineſs of . as he handles it, to be a Matter of 
Sport $*< Diverſion, not wit iſtanding an his GI #maces and Tragical Ex. 
preſſion . Ir. 1 hard to he ſevere upon 3 Metaphor; but 
ſuppoſe it he allowed, yet I wonder of all Men he ſhould pitch upon 
J. Sergeant to hold his Cards for him, who had play'd his own ſo il 
and ſo much to the Diſſatisfaction of the leading Men of his own 
Church. Yet he now appears as brisk and confident a8 if he were 


ſome New Gameſter, although he produces his od, /ullied Cards (a little 


wiped). over again, and ſeems to have forgotten the Anſwer to his 


fare, Footing, and the Account he ſtill owes to the World for it. 1 
know not how far it agrees with the Laws of Eccleſiaſtical Chivalyy, 
for one, who hath not defended himſelf, to appear a Champion for 
another, eſpecially in the ſame Cauſe; but there is no great Reaſon 
to apprehend he ſhould do much for another, who hath done next to 
nothing for himſelf. | 1 
The main Subject of the Debate is, about the Nature and Ground. 
of the Certainty of Faith; and the Method I think moſt natural and 
effectual to proceed in, is, | iT 


8 wy o ſhew how unfit J. Sergeant of all Men is to undertake this 
auſe. | So 

II. To ſettle the true State of the Controverſy between us. 

III. To examine the Reaſons he produces againſt our Grounds of 
Certainty. | | 

IV, To lay open the Weakneſs of his Arguments, on behalf of the 
Infallibility of Oral and Practical Tradition. © 


I. As to J. Sergeant his appearing in this Cauſe again, we are to 


conſider that in his'Catholick Letters, he frequently owns Faith vindi- 
cated, Reaſon. againſt Raillery, and Error nonpluſsd, and even ſure Footing 
it ſelf, But I ſhall now ſhew, that he diſowned the main Principles 
in thoſe Books, when he was in great Danger, of being cenſured at 
Rome for them, and therefore is not to be allow'd to produce them 
again. The Account of this Matter will give great Light into the 
State of the preſent Controverſy, and is therefore neceſſary to be premi- 
ſed to it. : | 

Out of thoſe Books of J. Sergeant a conſiderable Perſon in the Church 
of Rome ſelected three Propoſitions about the Grounds of his Infalible 
Certainty, which were theſe; 


I. That he who is obliged to profeſs Faith-Propoſitions true, muſt ſee the 


Connection between their Terms, and conſequently that they cannot be un- 
connefted or falſe, : 


Faith vindi- II. If the two Terms be not ſeen to be connected, theſe Propoſitions may, 
cated, p.41. 


nay ought to be deny d by the Reſpondent, whoſe Office and Right it is to grant 

nothing but what is evident, leſt he enſnare himſelf. We 
HI. *Ti requiſite ana neceſſary, that the Aſſent of Faith in divers par- 
ticular Believers be formally Infallible; or that thoſe Perſons be infallibly 
certain, by evident Reaſons, that the Authority or Rule of Faith they rely 
on cannot herein deceive them. Elſe great Wits and acute Reflectors, whaſe 
| | | * Piercing 
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preach the Truth of Faith to the x I =. 
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eaches to be InfalliBle in * 
oleas a Truth revealed by God. „ 
To the Third, they ſay, That it cann & of 


evident Reaſon, 


of the Propoſitions could not be Catholick ; and that all BiſPops were bound 
; ad P. 39. 
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Believer may be'infallibly certain he cannot be deceived, is neceſſary in order, 
Faith, J deſire the Reader to mark this Dec/arationwhich J. Serjeant ſent 
to Rome, and to compare it With the Doctrine of his Catholick Letts. 
But of that herea fte. | | 
But it is Worth our white to ſhew with what a double Face J. Serjeant 
appeared in his Vindicatiomund Complaint, ſent to Rome, and in his Buy; 
which he publiſhed here. And by that, the Reader may judge of the 
Catholick Sincerity of the Writer of theſe Letters. 


us 


II. About the Faith he deſigns ro demonſtrate. 
Faith Vindicated, preface. | Querimonia adverſ.Lominum,p 4j 
I declare then, that my chief End He faith, He ſpeaks not of Faith 


in his Treatiſe,” is to ſettle Chriſtian in itſelf, but as it is controverted . 


Faith, or i demonſtrate, that it mong us. 
muſt be truly or abſolutely certain, he ſame he affirms p. 14 5, 146, 
And pas mj applying it now and then that he medales not with Faith, * 
to my Oppoſers, is only a Secondary In- with reſpect to his Adverſaries; r 
. .ntion, and meerly Occaſional. 4s it u diſputed between Catholicks 
ble l Rereticks, p. 1g 


If it were his deſign to ſettle Chriſtian Faith, and to make it truly and 
abſolutely certain, and only ſecondarily app/ying it to his Oppoſers; how is it 

© . poſſible that at the ſame time, he ſhould not medale with Faith in itſelf, but 
= meerly with reſpect to his Oppoſers> Is not this a brave Undertaker, to 
make Faith :»fallibly*certain, who ſo evidently contradicts himſelf as 

to his own deſign? But it ſeems, to us he muſt pretend to make Faith 

certain in itſelf; but at Rome, he meant no more by it, but only to 

perplex and confound us. As though his Demenſtrations were only 

intended for a ſort of Metaphyſical Traps to catch Hereticks with. But 

we are glad to ſee by his own Confeſſion, that Faith in itſelf is not 

made abſolutely Certain by them. | 


; >. W; 1 
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II. About the Obᷣʒjects of Faith, and the Evidence of them. 
0 S * AY | . 


WS 3 * „ 
Reaſon againſt Raillery, pag. 55. 
Ihe ſtrongeſt and wiſeſt Souls are 1 
unapt to 1. but upon Evidence: Nome, p. 1 1 he not only 
Hence, unleſs ſuch Men ſee Proofs expreſſed his Aſſent to theſe 
» abſolutely concluding thoſe Points true, Propoſitions, but That the con- 


the) are unapt to be drawn to yield trary to them were Falſe, De. 
_— hes and embrace them as cer= |, 2 0 ö 


tain Truths Nothing can ratio- fer uctive of Faith, and Hiertti- 
nuallj ſubdue the Faculty 55 ſuſpending, cal, viz. | 
in ſuch Men 1 but True Evi- l. That the Objects of Faith 


In his Declaration ſent to 


_ 48 Mw the, Object 1 are not to be evident or demon- 
„ ( ; sin or- 
ſelf, or by Effetts or C auſes neceſſari- 9 . Reaſon n 


ces I know nnn. Il. That in order to the believ- 

| Als. 7 ing ſuch Objects of Faith, con- 

Faith Vindicatd l 5 . nn 

1 | aut Y INCICAtEU, 7. 12, 13» "4.4, Veyed down.to us, either by Scri- 
Faith "Mi INE 


conſiſts in the Connexion of thoſe Pee or Tradition, it ws not ne- 


ceſſary 


7 . 
SEN 1 
4 . * 


and Subject, ſees not the Truth of aith-propoſitions; "and he .who. P 9000 


Reaſon againſt Bailey p. 113, 


1 eee if F. 4 T TH, Td 365 


r 


Notions which make the Subjedl and ceſſ. 2 5 > know evidently the = 


predicate. Whoever therefore ſees nexion! 1 75 dicare and Subject, 
not the Connexion between thoſe No- 8 # ſaſßcient if. they L e 1 . 


tions in the Principle of Faith, ſees 


not the Truth of any of thoſe Propoſits: ) by the Catholick, Churc 
0n5--= It follows, that he who is obliged 3 
to profeſs Faith-Propoſutions true , 2 e 
muſt ſee the Connexion between thoſe + l 
erms. 
T Now let any Man try how he can reconciithale things; ; * No- 
thing can ſubdue rationally the Faculty of ſuſpending bat true Evidence hal 
from the Object; and ho it is deſtructive to uit And I ereticil to /9,.: 494 
that the Objects of Faith are Pol the by natural Rt GY? 


eaſomz, in order tube 8 
living them, Is not true Evidence from the Ob; elf 4 natugal Reaſon, in * 
order to believing? (2) He that ſees nt the Counexith between Pradicate 


ed to 
profeſs them, muſt ſee. it; and yet, in ord to beliepi OY of Fait 
it A fn, £0 fes i, ney F 1 Here, 9 aſſert 5 \ T. * 


III. Abou ini hi ble An. . . 5 . 
Tis moſt evident therefore and * 1 Das his ear, No _ . 
monſtrable, that there is no Certain. Trae, and, . contrary ro þ e He. 


ty, but where there is Infallibility ; and retical, - 12. 833 


that we can never be ſaid to be truly That it is not nete ary, in ee * 

certain of an) thing, till, Fr Circam- to believing the Objects s of Faith, bare 
ſtances fo ider'd, we ſee ourſelves he that believes, ſhould. Las evi- 

” of Poſſib1lity of —_ deceived hic adently bis Aﬀent 19 be . 

& nunc in that very thing. * a 5 8 WT TR _ " ; 

But if there can be uo C ertainty o of Faith, till me 1 py 
ſbility of being deceived, I ſhould think it very hard to 
tical to aſſert it was neceſſary for him that be Ares to 151 
Irfallible, For what difference is there betw 


deceived in our Aſſent, and that it is Infallille? But hete he will 2 8 


to eſcape, by joining Supernatural to Infallible; and o he over- reache . | 5 5 


the Cardinals by putting thoſe ether; for his is othi as: 
pure Nataral _—y G os _ th ls 0 kt 


Sure footing, p. 17%. 
He rejects Extrinſecal Mediums 
72 inſufficient, and reggie bn 
Faith Vindicated, Prefages, at the trip ical 
e ae 4 1 | 07 


He | 5 8 
owns his Diſcourſes] 70 beg 5. *this 5 he goes about. — 


uit on Intrinſecal Mediums, + Ws 3 f prove a- 
Error Nonpluſs'd, p. 169. „ gaiuſt ee, plain Words, 
e requires clear Evidence from In. D Dec Von Sect. a8. 
ie Object, to ground * Af. 345 2 er 
P 1 ö „ a x70, 


een — e be +, 4 


* 


* 
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Leal, 


J.. Cerjeant affirms that he undertook to prove the impoſſibility of Faljhood 


W 7 
— 
* 
x 


in Divine and Supernatural Faith, And ſo it ſeems Divine and Superna- 
; aral Faith muſt derive its Infallible Certainty from a meer Natural Infal- 
. ibility., Or if it be but Humane Faith he means, then he falls ſhort 


flag. 170, 121. 

He makes it neceſſary to true 
Certainty, that it be taken from the 
Thing or Object. And true Cer- 
taint) (he faith) i built on the 


Thing's being as it , and nothing 
can ever be tfuly known to be other- 


wiſe than it is. 
; 


How can Intrinſecal Mediums, and Evidence from the Object, be only 


In his Vindication, p. 97. He 
faith, It is Evident that he pale 
| y * Fans | | 

than any Humane Faith whatſoever : © of Faith, 7 ormally _ Humane, 
Wherefore ſince Humane Faith can and not Fo formally Divine, 


Divine Faith being Supernatural, * 


ble to be falſe. be 


Errour Nonpluſsd p. a. 3 
He ſpeaks exprelly of Divine 
Faith, . 59 


What Evidence can there be like a Man's plain Words? Is not that 
Divine Faith which he goes about to demonſtrate the Infallible Certain) 
of? It ſeems we are all this while to ſeek for the Certainty of Faith 
formely Nivinsz and all this mighty Noiſe about the Neceſſity of 

ity, reaches no farther than a Faith formally Humane, And yet 


* # 


; 75 


of what he promiſed, which was to ſhew the Infallible Certainty of Di- 
vine Faith. And thus the Trap-maker is catched himſelf. | 


A F * 5 ' F - : FR # 7 
5 VI. About particular Points of Faith. 
; Errour Nonpluſs Gp. Wis * . Declaration, p. 50. 
I Thought he has meant Certain, Ile p ori d 
ef the Points of his Faith,” "What-we _ Rep on alleen (an 
are then in Reaſon to expect from challenges his Adverlaries to 
Dr. St. is, that he would bring us ſhew the contrary that he pro- 


Grounds for the Certainty of bi fai, duced" not one Argument to prove 


As to determinute Points iz.\Chri| 57 OP : 
Godhead, Sinica "EX f any Points of Doctrine to be Di 
Reaſon againſt Raillery, p. 16). Vine, or Supernatural; but only, 
Seeing then Chriitians are bound that ſuch a Doctrine was de- 
10 profeſs their Faith true, à to thoſe livered by C briſt or his Apoſiles. 


7 kW | And 


x 
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Points of « Trinity, for Example, Andzthis he frequently inſiſts 


or Incar nation, &c. it follows, that pon. and ist 3 
ir muſt be afirmd and held that a oe. nd is the main of his 
Trinity or Incarnation abſolutely is, erence. 4 it's 
and conſequently that it is impoſſible 1 


not to be. * I I: 


——_—_— 7 — 


G 2 | > ® 
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But why then doth he urge us to produce our Grounds of Certain. 
ty as to particular Points, iF himſelf doth not? If he pretends no more 
nly than to, pfove them in general, why may not we be allowed to 
do the ſame? He that calls upon others to do it, in ſuch an inſulting 
manner, is preſumed to do it himſelf; and if he doth not, he only 
banters and abuſes his Reader. And after all this miglity Pretence to 
Demonſtration and Infallibility, the whole Diſpute comes to this, Whe- 
7 ther Men may attain to greater Certainty of Chriſt's Doctrine hy Ora! 
5 and Practical Traditions, than we can do by Scripture, Reaſon, and 
bake Tradition? But this is WT his Words, where he ſaith, Seeing then 
ane, Chriſtians are bound to profeſs their Faith true, as to thoſe Points of a Tri- 
nity, for Example, or Incarnation, &c. it follows, that it muſt be affirm'd 
and held that a Trinity or Incarnation abſolutely is, and conſequently, that 
it is impoſſible not to be. W l 1.6 


VII. About Moral Certainty. EO | i «it 3 F 
Hi whole. Book" * Fr When J read in 15 co. 
vindicated, W it gainſt ir. 4 . 
And in the Preface to it, p. 3. he Pag. 43 that 7. Jergeant in his 
oppoſes abſolute Certainty to moral; L indication pleaded, that he re- 
hat and he ſaith, thoſe who have it not, quired no more irha 1 Mr of 
iny | have no true _ Evidence for the Aſſent and. rd 
ith Page 17. we bY % e Jar 
= True Faith by reaſon of its immove- te elfe on of F aith, 1 could hard! a 
yet able Grounds, can bear an aſſerting belieye him 344 d therefore * 
2008 the abſolute Impoſſivility of its Falſe- was earneſt to fee what he 
1. bood, And without this, * makes would ſay in Auſwer to this; 
n ee eee de. bur even de pat. "376" bg 
Di : Page 34. | Ons it, ' and ſaith exprelly, 
| Moral Certainty is in reality Un. That Moral Evidence is abſolutely 
certainty; and the higheſt Degree of ſ[uffcient to Faith : But withal 


moral Certainty is the loweſt Degree et. JO PH 
of Uncertainty, truly ſo called, he ſaith," There is more than Mo- 


he ſame he aſſerts, pag. 36, 86, ral Evidence in T radition. © ; 


nd 93. 7 

Error nonpluſs d, pag. 195. 95 
(0 Fallible Certainty deſtroys all Effi. 
ro- cacy, all Defence, and even Eſſence o, 
ove | Faith. , | * \. a 
95 f ; * N *. „ 

Let now any indifferent Perſon compare thoſe Aſſertions together: 
aly, If Moral Certainty be Uncertainty, and deſtroy the Eſſence of Faith, how 3 
de- can it be abſolutely ſufficient to Faith? But beſides the Contradiction, 
les. he hath by this one Aſſertion overthrown the whole Deſign of his 
4 = 5  Catholith 


A 
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The Occaſion of the Conference was ſet down by Mr, M. to have 
been, That Mr. Godden affirmed in ſome Companies, that no Proteitant 


Firſt Letter, 
Dag. 4, 5, 6. 


Catholick Letters, For, if true Faith may be had without Infallible 
Certainty, what need any ſuch contending about it? For the Ground 
of the Piſpure is about ſuch Faith as is neceſſary to Salvation; and if 
true Faith, as J. Sergeant grants, which is neceſſary to Salvation, may 
be had without their pretended Infallibility, there is no Colour leit 
for preſſing Perſons of our Communion to forſake our Church, be. 
cauſe we cannot have Infallible Certainty of faith, when themſelves 
grant that we may be ſaved without it. And what Sincerity is to be 
expected from ſuch a Man, who makes ſuch Outcries upon us, for 
want of Infallible Certainty for Faith, when himſelf confeſſes, that 
moral Certainty is ſufficient to Faith? Whatever becomes of moral Cer. 
tainty, I love moral Honeſty; and I cannot ſee how it is conſiſtent 
with it, to make ſich mighty Pretences to the Neceflity of Infallille 
Certainty for Faith, even in his Catholic Letters, (which ſeems to be 
the chief Deſign of them) when himſelf had declared to the Car. 
dinals at Rome, that leſs than that is ſufficieat for true Faith. But 
the Secret of it is, he knows well enough there is no ſuch Neceſſity 
for Infallible Certainty ; and when it will bring him off, he can own 
it, but among us Hereticks they mult blaſter and make a mighty Noiſe 
about it, becauſe it ſtartles weak and injudicious People, and they 
find nothing fo apt to terrify and confound them like Infallibility, 
which, like a Flaſh of Lightning, doth not help them to ſee better, 
but ſtrikes them down with Horror and Aſtoniſhment. 


And here I might fairly ſtop and ſend the Reader to J. Sergeant 


for an effectual Anſwer to his own Letters; or at leaſt to ſhew, how 
very unfit he was after ſuch going forward and backwards in this 


matter, to undertake this Caule, 


2. But leſt T fhould ſeem to decline any thing which may ſeem 
material, I ſhall now proceed to fate the Controverſy, as it lies between 


Mr. Sergeant and me. For what concerns another Perſon, I ſhall 


leave it to himſelf, as not ſtanding in need of any Aſſiſtance from 
me. | 8 


could ſhew any Ground 7 Abſolute Certainty for their Faith; and that Mr, 
Sergeant had promiſed hi 
he would forſake our Communion, 

So that Mr. Godden was the Azgreſſor by laying this Charge upon 
us, That we could ſhew no Ground of Abſolute Certainty for our Faith, 


And therefore when in the Conference I aſſigned the Scripture for the 


Ground and Rule of our Faith, and univerſal Tradition for the Prooi 
of the Books of Scripture, I had Reaſon in my Expoſtulatory Letter 
to Mr. Godden, to deſire of him to ſnew, That we have no abſo- 
** lute Certainty of the Rule of our Faith, viz. the Scripture, altho 
** we have a larger and firmer Tradition for it, than you can have 
* for the Points in'Difference between us. | 

This plainly relates to the Conference, wherein Scripture was own'd to 
be our Rule, and Univerſal Tradition, the Evidence uon which we receive the 
Books. And to any Man of Senſe, this is not ſhifting and tricking off 
the Proof to Mr. Godden, as Mr. Sergeant often calls it; but it is a 


plain and evident Proof of our Certainty upon their own Grounds. 


For if Tradition be ſuch a Ground of Abſolute Certainty, as they aflert, 


and we have 4 larger and firmer Tradition for Scriptare, than they can 


product 


m, that if I were not able to manifeit the contrary, 


— 
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evident We Muſt. have, upon their own Principles, a Ground o 


"ute Certainty for our Faith, which was the main Point of the Con- 


nce. Nn P | 
rj he will anſwer the Argument, he muſt either ny that we have 
Univerſal Tradition for the Books of Scripture, or that Univerſal Tradi- 
ion is 2 Ground for the Abſo/ute Cert ainty of Faith: Either pf theſe ways' 
he had aid ſomething to the Purpoſe; but he found this way of Rea- 
ſoning too hot for him, and therefore he calls it Shifting and Tricking off 
the Proof to Mr.Godden, and ſo falls into a tragical Declamation againſt my 
not proving, and making a Secret of the Ground of our Certainty ; as if a 
Man intended to make a Secret of a Horſe he had loft, when he pub- 
liſhed his Marks in the Gazerte, Here is the Ground of our Certarnty; 
laid down in that very Place, where he ſaith, I ſbift off the Proof to 
Mr. Godden; but alas for him! he cannot ſee any thing like a Proof, 
unleſs it be ſerv'd up with all its due Formalities of, Major, Minor and 
Concluſion. Muſt I be forced to tell him, as che Painters did by ill 
pictures, This is a Horſe, and this a Wolf? This is an Argument, and this 
an Anſwer ? It is a hard Caſe if a Man cannot underſtand Reaſon, un- 
leſs like Scaliger's Jeſts againſt Cardan, there be ſomething in the Mar- 
gin to direct where they are to be found. All Men of Senſe underſtand 
the Force of an Argument, though it be not dreſſed up after the way 
of the Schools; and to tye Men up to thoſe Methods of Reaſoning in 
our Age in Books of Controverſy, is like trammelling a Horſe when 


* 


309, 
—— 


he is to go a Journey; it might do well to teach him to pace, but it 


would be ridiculous when he is upon Service,  _ FR, 

| Upon this he runs out into a very eloquent Piece of trifling, ma- 
king ſad Moans and Complaints, with many Exaggerations, and great 
Variety of Phraſes, As if I offer*d no kind as. to Mens Souls, but 
only that ] bid thoſe that doubt prove the comtrary ; and ſo brings notable 
Parallels of Peter's having twenty Pounds in his Parſe, becauſe Paul cannot 


prove he hath not; or his having the more Title to an Eſtate, becauſe an Ad- 


verſary may have the ill Luck to be non. ſuited. T know not how Mr. 


0 3 
4 


Godden will rake theſe things, for they do not ſeem much to his Ad- 


vantage: If I were as he, I would never truſt him to play my Cards 


more; for what means this Inſinuation of Won, ſuiting, &c? But 
Mr. Sergeant is plainly miſtaken, for the Force of it doth not depend 
upon his bare non. ſuiting, but upon the Goodneſs of the Deeds, and the 
Strength of the Evidence which himſelf relied upon, and appear much 
ſtronger for us than for him. | 5 

It is not Paul's not proving, but Peter's producing the twenty Pounds, 
and laying it before him, which is the Argument to prove he hath it: 
Suppoſe he did not produce it in Specie, but ſhewed good Security for 
it, ſuch as Paul could not deny, had he not Reaſon to believe he was 


Owner of it? There being ſo little Colour in the Reaſoning Part, 1 


paſs over the Declamatory, as fitter for the School at the Savoy, than a 
Writer of Controverſies. | | 

But here comes in, among his Flowers, a very notable Point of 
Divinity: Trath is al aa Truth, becauſe it is built on Intrinſecal Grounds 
wich prove it to be ſuch; and not on private Mens Abilities, or their ſay- 
ing this or that, This latter is undoubtedly true, and is univerſally 
believed ſince the School of Pythagoras was broken up: Wherefore till 


Thoſe Grounds be produced, it cannot be with Reaſon held Truth, - This is 


H h h , great, 


e * 


N 
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great; and becoming the Scientifical J. Serjeant, But will he hold 1 
| this? Will he own it to the Cardinals of the Inquiſition? I find a certain 
Declara-- Gentleman with the very ſame Letters, J. S. writing two Whole 
3 12 Sections, wherein he denies that ever he medled with Intrinſec Median, 
ctrinam in 07 that it was poſſible that he ſhould, But P. T. was then living, and 
ſuis libris followed him cloſe at Rome; now that fright is over, out come jy. 
contentam; fyjnſec Grounds again; and no Man can hold any thing as Truth, till th ? 
8 8c. Grounds be produced, Suppoſe a Man aſſents to the Doctrine of Faith, 
gationi Ec. as Trae and Divine on meerly Extrinſecal Grounds, or Motives of Cre. 
cleſ. & R dibility; hath this Man true Faith or not? Is he bound to hold and 


- ora profeſs it to be true, though he doth nor ſee the Intrinſecal Ground, 


General. In-which prove Truth to be Truth? Doth that Man fin, who profeſſes to be. 
quiſitorum. lieve 4 thing to be true, though he doth not ſee the Intrinſec Grounds fo 
Duaci. 1677. it? What kind of fin is it, Mortal, or Venial? How far may a Man 
ſafely deny that which he cannot with Reaſon hold to be true? How many 
' thouſand Martyrs Lives, might this Doctrine have ſaved in the Primi. 
tive times? How might the poor Innocent Chriſtians have pleaded for 
themſelves; © That they could ſee no Intrinſec Grounds, which made 
% Truth to be Truth; and they underſtood from a deep Divine, that til 
& thoſe Grounds be produced, it cannot with Reaſon be held Truth; and if it 
% cannot with Reaſon be held, it may ſurely in our very hard Circum- 
& ftances, with Reaſon, be denied, or at leaſt concealed and difſem- 
« bled. There ſeems to be more danger in profeſſing the Faith with. 
ec out it; than in not owning it, being not able to produce Intrinſec Ground; 
« for it. And theſe are far above our reach and capacity; and if i 
« cannot with Reaſon be held Truth without it, it ſeems very un- 
« reaſonable to require us to die for it. | 
What ſaith J. Serjeant to the Caſe of the Jews, who heard our Savi- 
our's Doctrine, and ſaw his Miracles, did they fin in their Infidelity or 
not? It will be very hard for him to prove, that they ſaw Intrinſts 
Grounds for what they were required to believe; and yer our Saviour 
Jobn 15. 22. charges them with very great Sin in their Infidelity. I hope Mr. Serjeant 
will not anſwer me, about theſe things, as he did ſome in the Confe- 
or rence at Paris, with, Tace, Tace, interrumpis & confundis me, This 
pag. 315, ay Inſtance of the Jews was then brought againſt him by Dr. Godden 
316, 31). and he ſaid, That only thoſe Jews ſinned, who had clear Evidence that 
Page 318. Chriſt's Miracles were true and Supernatural. But A. B. of D. then urged, 
That if they had ſuch Evidence, they could not have inward Unbelief, nor 
call in Queition the Truth or Divinity of Chriſt and his Miracles, To which 
J. Serjeant replied, Jace, nolo tibi Reſpondere, J hope he is better pro- 
vided of an Anſwer now, and that he will ſhew, wherein the ſin of 
the Jews lay, who did not profeſs Chriſt's Doctrine to be true, becauſe 
they could not produce any Intrinſec Grounds for the Trath of it. 
Page 6. But to return to our firſt Controverſie, About the Certainty of Faith 
to be proved by us, He tells me, that I know well enough, that to prove 
Proteſtants have no Abſolute Certainty of their Faith is no hard Task even for 
a weak Man; I know, he faith, that any Man may find it confeſſed to his 
hands by Proteſtants; and in the Margin he cites, Dr. Tillotton s Rule of 
Faith, pag. 117, 118. I wonder at Mr. Ser jeant's Courage, that he 
dares mention that Book, to which he hath ſo many years been in- 
debted for an Anſwer, and what he hath offer*d towards it in Faith Vin- 
dicated, and Reaſon againſt Raillery, he hath again retracted as to the 
main Principles of them, for fear of a Cenſure at Rome; and which he 


adyanced 
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:dvanced out of oppoſition to thoſe of that Book which he quotes here. 

do that J. Serſeant by diſovening thoſe Principles of his, hath juſtified 

Dr. T. and hath overthfown the Abſolute Certainty of his own Faith, +» 
ror I have already proved from his own words, That he owns Moral 


| Foidence to be abſolutely ſufficient for Faith; and yet this is the very thing 


from whence he proves hat Proteſtants have confeſſed that they have no 
abſolute Certaint) of their Faith, | „ . ; 
But if this Matter were to be decided by the Confeſſion of Parties, what 
thinks he of thoſe of the Church of Rowe, who ,, ereſ. Blackloan 
F B42: x „p. 34: 133, Ke. 23. 
have charged his Doctrine about If allible Cer- Hzc nova propoſitio fidem Cbrittia. 
zinty, with downright Hereſie and Impiety, and nam deſtruit impellitque ad Scepticiſ- 


that it leads to Atheiſm and Infidelity, and overthrows a + & Atheilmum. Here. Blako. 
p. 66. 


the Chriftian Faith? This we are told is the ſenſe “ Recum omnes vii Docti & Ortho- 
of all the Learned and Orthodox Men of your Church. doxi ſentiunt, per tua principia va- 


Let tlie Reader judge what J. Serjeant hath got- ſtum ad Atheiimum & Hzrefin hiatum 
| aperiri. H.ereſ. Blackloan. p. 200. 


ten by the Confeſſion of Parties. lac 
I hope now we ſhall come to the State of the cer ; for he charges 

me with perverting it: The firſt Question (he ſaith) at the Conference, 

was, Whether Proteſtants are abſolutely Certain, that they hold now the ſame 

Tenets in Faith and all that our Saviour, taught to his Apoſtles, And my 

Anſwer, he faith, was, They are, it; 
By his favour, my Anſwer was not in thoſe words, © but that we 

are abſolutely certain that we now hold all the ſame Doctrine that 

« was taught by Chriſt and his Apoſtles. And for a certain Reaſon, 

Ideſire my own Words may expreſs my Mind; for I do not find Oral 

Tradition Infallible; and where Words are varied, the Seaſe may be 

ſo too. 

But he obſerves, that I trick it off again, as he calls it, (I ſuppoſe it 

is Gameſters Language, ) from the Point of Abſolute Certainty of Faith, to 

Abſolute Certainty of the Rule of Faith, viz. the Scripture ; bat our Saviour 

and Proteſtants believe more than that the Book ſo called, i Scriptare. Is 

Certainty of this more, and Certainty of this Book, all ane? Here is then an 

enquiry after one thing, plainly turned off to another. Tt ſ&ms Mr. Godden 

is quite gone for a Gameter , for he diſcerned uo Tricting in this matter, 

nor can IJ. It is very true, we do believe More, than that the Book ſo 

called is Scripture; for we believe All the Matters of Faith contained in 

that Book. And what then? If by his More, he means Articles of 

Faith not contained in Scripture; then I tell him plainly, we believe 

no More, And therefore when Mr. Godden pur his next Queſtion, as he- 

thought very pertinently, By what Certain Rule do you hold it ? My Anſwer 

was, By the Divine Revelation contained in the Writings of the New Teſta- 

nent: Whereby I excluded his More, if it be not contained in Scripture. 

But if by More, he means our Aſſent to the Points of Faith contained 

in Scripture, I ſhall give a full Anſwer to it afterwards. Then he 

asked, By what Certain Rule do you know that the New Teftament, which * 

we nom have, does contain all the Divine Revelations of Chriſt and his Apo- | 

files? And if he puts ſuch Queſtions concerning the Rule, What 1rick- 

ing was it in me, to give a direct Anſwer to them? How did I turn off 

the Enquiry from one thing to another, when I only Anſwered the Queſti- 

ons he propoſed ? This is not playing Mr. Godden's Cards, but con- 

demning him for playing #n5kilfuly; and deſiring to begin a new Game; 

for Mr. Godden had a bad hand, and managed it very ill. 
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mands; and do I give the leaſt Intimation againſt this? But, the 


But what would J. Serjeant have done? The thing to be made my. 
feſt by the 2 was, the Abſolute Certainty of Proteſtant Faith, And 
ſo it was; for Proteſtant Faith is to believe all that is contained in $i; 
ture, and no more, Mr. Godden did indeed ask ſome Queſtions about Jour | 
Certainty of your Rule; and I gave him direct Anſwers. Where is the 
Tricking in all this? But I wiſely cut off the Courſe of the Queſtions bf, 
they had queition'd away the Ctertainty of Faith. So far otherwiſe, that] let 
them alone, till they plainly run away from the buſineſs of Certainy 
to another Queſtion; and then Mr. T. cut them off, by declaring him. 
ſelf ſatisfied; and asking How they could prove the Church of Rome to be 
Infallible? 

But now we are to fee how much better the Cards might have been 
plaid. And now, look ye Gentlemen, the Man of Skill begins the 
Game. After the Certainty of Scriptare from Tradition was admitted, there 
was no Refuſing to admit that Tradition cauſes Certainty, and makes Tai, 
as certain as Scripture. See the difference of theſe two Gameſters at 
Tradition! But what if I ſhould yield him, that J will not refuſe to 
give my Aſſent to any Point of Faith, which comes down to us from 
the Apoſtles Times with 4s large and as firm a Tradition as the Scripture? 
Then (faith he) it woald have proved ſomething difficult to fatisfie even 6 
willing Man, that the Faith is certain which is oppoſed to 4 Faith come dowy 
by Tradition. Something difficult ! Nay very much ſo, without doubt. 
But this is fairly to ſuppoſe, that you have as Univerſal 4 Tradition for 
your Tridentine Faith, as we have for the Scripture; but this I utterly 
deny; and I hope in another Treatiſe to ſhew, I have not done it with. 


Practiſing what Chriſt taught, not barely by believing Scripture is Scripture, 
This 15 no New Speculation ; But rn Therefore me 
ought to believe Chriſt's Doctrine contained 


out Reaſon. Let the Matter of Tradition itſelf, as a Rule of Faith, be uf 
one of theſe Points. If there were a Conſtant Univerſal Tradition in 1 
the Chriſtian Church from the Apoſtolical Times, that there were Matters 4 
of Faith neceſſary to Salvation not contained in Scripture, I grant C 
that it would be difficult, to prove it to be a Matter of Faith that | C 
Scripture,alone is our Rule of Faith. But that is the mighty Ad- t. 
vantage of our Cauſe, that we have both Scripture and Tradition for $ 
us; and that no Catholic Tradition can be produced againſt us, in any | 
onePoint of the Additional Creed of Pius IV. which is the Deſign I have 
uridertaken, of which I ſhall ſuddenly publiſh the Firſt Part; and if t 
God gives me Life and Health, I hope to go through the Reſt. Well; U 
but in the mean time, Abſolute Certainty of Scripture was not the Point of the \ 
Conference... 8 J. Serjeant tell better than the Managers? His c 
meaning is, it dught not to have heen. Nor is it the Point of Concern, J 
This is ſttange. Not the Point of Contern to thoſe that on it to be the [ 
Word of God, and the only Rule of Fab! It is of Infinite Concern to us; 
if it be not to you, I pity you for it. | 
Beſides that, it is agreed on all hands, Men are ſaved by Believing and | 


in Scripture, and obey his Com- 


Queſtion was about our Rule of Faith, and that I ſtill think is the Scri- 
ture; and whatever is contained therein, is to be believed on that Ac- 
count. But Salvation is the thing that imports us in theſe Diſputes, and 
were well if nothing elſe were minded by Diſputers. And fo think I too. 


I deſire no more to end our Controverſies, than to make Salvation our 


End, and the Scripture our Rule. But how can Salvation be the 166 
| tha 


"IIS. 0 


; 1 4 


of the Certainty of AETH. 


1 imports us in theſe Diſputes, if Men cannot with Reaſon hold any thing : 
true, unleſs they can produce the Intrinſecal Grounds which prove it to be ſo? 
Doth Mr. Serjeant in earneſt think, that none are ſaved but Metaphy- 


ſical Speculators, that perch upon the ſpecifick Nature of. Things, and dig 


into the Intrinſecal Grounds of Truth? If this be his Opinion, Hom fem 
can be ſaved! But if Salvation be the End, the Means mult be ſuitable 
to the Capacity of Mankind; and I do not think, the Intrinſecal 
Grounds of Truth are ſo. | 5 

But after all, he faith, that I ſtiſle any further talk of the Certainty of 
Proteſtant Faith. How can that be, when I own no Proteſtant Faith 
but what is contained in Scripture, or may be deduced from it; ac- 
cording to the Sixth Article of our Church. I am not coriſcious to 
myſelf of any Art in the matter, which he charges me with; and he 
faith, I avoid what cannot be performed. What is that? To make ont that 
Proteſtants are abſolutely certain that they now hold all the ſame Doctrine that 
was taught by Chriſt and his Apoſtles. If all that Doctrine be contained in 
Scripture, and they hold the Scripture by Grounds of Abſolute Cert ainty, 


then Proteſtants muſt be certain that they hold all the fame Dactrine that 


was taught by Chriſt and his Apoſtles. 2 


. 2M -* 
Afterwards Mr. Serjeant ſtarts ſomething that comes nearer to the 


buſineſs; which is, that Certainty of Faith and Certainty of Scripture, are 
two things: For thoſe who have as much Certainty of Scripture as we, may 
have not only an Uncertain but a Wrong Faith; and therefore I am concerned 

to ſhew, not only that Proteſtants. have Certainty of their Rule, but of the 
Faith which they pretend to have from that Rule: That which I am now 


upon, is to ſettle the true State of the Controverſie about the Certainty 
f Faith, In the Conference, my firſt Anſwer was, that, We are abſo- 
ately Certain that we nom hold all the ſame Doctrine, that was taught by 
Chriſt and his Apoſtles. And when the Queſtion was asked, By what 


- et, 


Certain Rule do we hold it? I anſwerd, By the Divine Revelation con- 


tained in the Writings of the New Teſtament. So that the Cer: ainty of 
Scripture was that which I was obliged to anſwer o. Now comes 


* "- 


y: Serjeant and he finds fault with Mr. Gadden's management -. be 
e asked Queſtions about the Certainty of the Rule; "whereas he dug 
to have gone another Way to work. So that now Mr.,Godaenis given 
up, and a New Controverſie is begun upon other Grounds; and the 


Words which I uſed with Reſpe& to the Raule, are applied to parti- 


cular Doctrines. He ſaith, The Certainty of Scripture mas not the Point 


for which the Conference was. Bow comes he to know better than 


Mr. Godden unleſs he directed the Point; and Mr. Godden miſtook and 
loſt it in the Management? But I am nom bound to manifeſt, that Pro- 
teſtants have Abſolute Certainty, not only of the Scripture, as the Rule, but 
of the Faith they have from that Rule, or elſe to own that I cannot, It ſeems 
Mr, Goaden's good Nature betray'd him, when he asked Queſtions about 


the Rule of Faith; and ſo the main Point was loſt. Yet methinks it was 


not meer good Nature in Mr. Godden. For, when we are asked, a- 
bout the Grounds and Certainty of our Faith, how is it poſſible we 


ſhould anſwer more pertinently, than to aſſign the Rule of our Faith? 


And we declare it to be the Scripture, by which we judge what we 
are to believe, and what not. And theretore if any ask us of the Mat- 
ter of our Faith, we muſt anſwer, It is whatever God hath revealed in 


the Scripture which is our Rule. If they ask us, How we come to know 


theſe Books to be written by ſuch Perſons, we ſay, It is by the Univerſal 


Tradition 


*—((— 1 —— 
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Tradition of the Chriſtian Chu1 ches. If they ask us, Why we believe th 
Doctrine contained in thoſe Boos? Then our Anſwer is, From the Living 


Teftimonies, which make as certain that it came from God, And thus we 


anſwer both to that which is called the Material and Formal Object of 


Faith; and if we are abſolutely certain of theſe, we muſt be ſo of our 
Faith. If we ask a Jew about the Certaint) of his Faith, he faith he 
is certain of it becauſe all his Faith is contained in the Books of Moſes, 
and he is well aſſured they were written by Divine Inſpiration. II 
we ask a Mahometan of his Faith, his Anſwer is, That his Faith is 
contained in the Alcoran; and by proving that, he proves the Cer. 
rainty of his Faith ;, and if that be diſproved, the Certainty of it is o- 
verthrown. Thoſe who reſolve their Faith into a written Rule, muſt 
go thither when Queſtions are asked them about the Certaiuty of their 
Faith, For, if T believe every thing in it, and nothing but what is 
zainty of my Rule. But I muſt ſhew the Certainty of the Faith of Prote- 

ants, as it is yrs to, be taken from the Rule. Not certain] . 
when the Queſtion 1s asked about the entire Object of our Faith, or 
when we are to ſhew how we hold all the ſame Doctrine that was taught 


in it, there he my, nt and the Certainty of it depends upon the Cer. 
ts 


by Chriſt and his Apoſtles; for the Word All makes it neceſſary for us to 
_ aſſign our Raule wherein that 4 is contained. If he ask us of the 


Certainty of any particular Point of our Faith, then we are to make 


it out, that this is contained in our Rale; and our Certainty is accor- 
ding to the Evidence we are able to produce for it. 


For the Caſe is not the ſame, as to particular Points of Faith, with 
that of the general Grounds of the Certainty of Faith. A Few firmly 
believes all that is contained in the Books of Moſes, and with the high- 
eſt Degree of Certainty ; but whether the Reſurrection can be proved 
certainly from thoſe Books, is a particular Point ; and he may have 
Abſolute Certainty of all contained in thoſe Books, though he may not 
have it as to ſuch a particular Poiat. And when we come to parti- 
cular Points, their Caſe is not only different from the Genera! Rule 
of Faith, but ſuch Points are very different both among themſelves, 
and as to the Certainty of them. f 


** 


2 


For, (I.) There are ſome Points of Faith, which were neceſ⸗ 


ſary to be Revealed, becauſe they were neceſſary to be Believed, in order to 


our Salvation by Jeſus Chriſt, For as Mr. Serjeant faith, Salvation is the 
thing of greateſt Importancèé; and therefore on Suppoſition, that it is to 
be by Jef 657%, the Nature” of the thing requires, that we have 
a firm and eſtabliſned Faith in him. And of theſe Points of Faith, 
the Church hath given a Summary in the Creeds, which were propo- 
ſed to thoſe who were to be baptized; and not only St. Auguſtin, but 
Aquinas ſaith, theſe were taken out of Scripture; and the Certainty of 


them to us, doth depend not upon the Authority of the Church pro- 


poſing them, but the Evidence of Scripture for them, which is very 
much confirmed to us by the concurrent Teſtimony of the Chriſtian 


Church in all ages from the Apoſtles times, 7. e. as to the main Arti- 


cles; for that there was a great Variety, as to others, is evident to 
any one who will compare the Ancient Creeds, as I have lately ſhewed. 
And theſe main Articles are thoſe which Aquinas calls the prima Cre- 
dihilia; which are therefore revealed, becauſe neceſſary to be belie- 
ved by all that hope for Salvation by Jeſus Chriſt. 


(2) There 


# 


* 
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(2. There are other Points of Fa which are only 1 ceſſary #0 bt 


he believed, becauſe they are ſo clearly reum; as that Caiaphas was High- 
I Prieſt when Chriſt ſuffered ; that there were two Malefactors who Juf- 
5 er l with him; that he was bury'd in 75 eph of Arimathea's Scpulehre: 
of No Man who believes the Scriptare can doubt of theſe things, and yet 
* we do not make theſe Po of Faith in themſelves neceſſary, becauſe 
: : they have no immediate Reference to Salvation, Which might have 
1. deen as effectually carried on, if there had been another High - Prieſt, 
or Chriſt had lain in another Sepulchre. But in theſe Points there is 
Fg an abſolute Certainty from the unqueſtionable Evidence of their being 
Ir contained in Scripture, A 2 0 e atk a 19.6194 4 
n (30 There are doitrinal Points not neceſſary to Salvation, about 
: which ſome may. attain to a greater Degree of Certainty than others, 
7 And the ſame Meaſure is not required of all, becauſe Mens Capaci- 
2 ries are not equal, if chey do uſe equal Diligence; a nd all are not ob- 
1 liged to the ſame Degrees of Diligence that ſome are. As to the 


| Points neceſſary to Salvation, God is not wanting by his Grace to make 
1 them known to Men of honeſt and fincere Minds. And this is no 


+ peculiar Doctrine of mine, as J. Ser jeant would inſinuate, but it hath 
been the conſtant Doctrine of their moſt e eien, , 
he Learned and Judicious School-Divines, as is Sed circa ea quz ſunt de Neceſſitate 8a: 
ro evident from what they ſpeak of the Donum ow we” 0 3-3 uuntur à Spiritu Sancto. 
BY Intellectus, and the Lumen Fidei, which ſe- Donam intellectus nunquam ſe ſubtrahit 

cure Men from Error in what concerns their lanctis circa ea quæ ſunt neceſſaria ad ſalu- ; 
th Salvation. If he hath therefore ſuch an in- pres ſed circa alia interdum ſe ſubrrahir, ib. 
ly veterate Spleen againſt this 1 - 4.3. dicenduin quod Luwen Fidei fact. 
he him attack the greateſt Divines O t C videre ea quæ creduntur ita per habitum 
g d Church of Rome, who have in Terms aſ- Fidei inclinatur mens hominis ad aſſentien- , 
: ſerted the fame which J have done. And dum his quz gonyeniunr cerrz Fidei & non 
ber 1 would fain ſee J. Serjeant demonſtrating en eee 2 
lot would Tain ee J: 8 | h Per lamen Fidei divinitus infuſum homini 
ti- againſt Aquinas and all his Followers, T as homo a ſunt Fidei, non autem 
ale there is no ſuch & ecartty OO wes 1 2 eg his qui For ap ner 1 
es neteſſary to Salvation, where-ever Uo eſtows ipſo illuminari per fidem. 2, 2. 9. 4 

true Grace As to Points not neceſſary to Sal- ad 2. Per . 

of vation, I do not affirm there is any ſuch r Wb. 
LA Ground of Abſolute Certainty, as to particular Perſons, who are only 
the concerned as to their own Salvation. And that was the Reaſon of my- 4 
to Anſwer to the fourth Queſtion:“ The univerſal Teſtimony of the 
a « Chriſtian Church, concerning the Book of Scripture, and the Do- 
th « rine contained therein, is a ſufficient Ground to make us certain 
0 of all Matters neceſſary to our Salvation. Bur of this more after- : 
* wards. It is ſufficient here to obſerve, that even in the Church of 
5 Rome, there are Points of Doctrine Which are not de Hide, and conſe- 
= quently the Certainty of Faith is not 1 to them. And then it 
ry iS moſt unreaſonable to require the Ab olate Certainty of Faith in thoſe 
994 things which we deny to be Points of Faith. It is as if we ſhould ask 
2 them what Abſolute Certainty of Faith they have, as to the Immaculate | 
to Conception and Aſſumption of the Bleſſed Virgin, or the P es Infallibi- f 
4 lity, they would tell us, theſe are no Points of Faith with them, and 
o- therefore it is unreaſonable to ask after the Abſolute Certainty of Faith, 
= where there is no Faith. pretended. The fame we ſay in the like Caſe ; 

It is very abſurd to demand of us the Abſolute Certainty of our Faith 

in ſuch things, wherein we never pretend to a Certainiy of Faith, * 

0 


ere 


Ro Victor. Hugo de Sancto Vi, 
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of common Senſe and Reaſoit proceeding according to the Rule of 
Seripiure. As, if Men impolgatalſe and abſurd DoQtines upon us. 

as Tranſubſtantiation, &c. we inliſt upon the Common Right of May. 

kind, not to be required to believe Contradictions; and the Right o 
Chriſtians, not to believe what hath neither Scripture, nor Reaſon 
nor Tradition for it. And theſe are the Grounds on which we reject 
the Additional Creed of Pius the Fourth. We make them no Point; 
of Faith at all; and if others do make them ſo, we deſire to be ex. 
cuſed, becauſe it is as certain to us they are not ſo, as we can be 
of Negatives: And farther than this we go not in ſuch Points; and if 
this be what he means by Proteſtant Faith, he hath my Anſwer. 
IV. The General Reaſon of the Certainty of Faith in particular per- 
ſons, is not from concluſive Evidence as to the Points of Faith, but from 
Greg. Arimi- ſome higher Cauſe. And this Mr, Serjeant ought to know hath been 
nenſ. D.1. the conſtant Doctrine of the Schools; ever ſince Divinity hath been 


* 


Greg Je Va. brought into them, I except only one Franciſews de Marchia, who 


anz. WE concluſive Evidence to the Certain of Faith, but he is diſpu- 
Diſp. 1. QI. ted againſt by Gregorius Ariminenſis; and he ſaith, His Doctrine was 
Part 4. condemned by the Faculty of Paris; and Gregory de Valentia ſpeaks of him 


. with great Contempt for holding abſurd a Doctrine. 


Qore Sum. + The Certainty of Faith is declared by the ancient School. men to be 4 


ſenr. I. 1. e. 1. bove Opinion, and below Science : By which they underſtood the intrinſec 


De Sacram. Grounds on which Truth is built 3 Which Mr. Ser jeant makes neceſſary to 


8 the Profeſſion of it. Ts 


Hort ſaith, That the higheſt Certainty of Faith in on- 
Declar. Part. ing to 4 pious and pure Diſpoſition of the Mind, and an ininiediate Divine 


1. p. 373. | £29: 5 
Perr.Pictavi- Influence, 


enl. Sentenr, Petrus Pictavienſis, That it lies not in Evidence bat Adherence. , 


Part 3. c. 21. Guliel. ++ aka proves concluſive Evidence repugnant to Faith, in 2 


Gul. Pariſienſ long Diſcourſe. 
de Fide. c. 1. AIG 


Gul. Antiflio- Cul. Antiſſiodorenſis thinks rational Evidence good to ſupport and 
dor. Sum. in defend the Faith, and to prepare Men for it: But that the Certainty of 
Praf. & l. 3. it lier not in Speculation, but in an Adherence of the Mind to the prime 


Tit. Q. 2. wap BY 1 
Alex. Alenſ. Verity. * 


Part. 1. Q. 2. Alex. Alenſis faith likewiſe, Its Certainty doth not lie in Speculation, 
M. 3. 4. 4. but in inward Affection and Adherene ; there 
Part. 3 2.63. , Acquiſite Faith, which relies, on Reaſons 
es ½ faith, is meerly natural and preparatory to Divine Faith, | 
3. D. 23.2.4. Bonaventure ſaith, the Certainty of Adherence is beyond that of Specula- 
Aquin. 1.9. tion, bec auſe 4 Martyr may have Doubts, and yet die for his Faith. 
ä 5 Thomas Aquinas thinks, hefe that go about to bring Demonſtrations for 
n B Faith, expoſe it ro the Scorn and Reproach of Infidels ; and he reſolves the 
2.2.0.2. a. i · inmard Certainty of Faith into Divine Illumination, when the Objection 
ad 1. was put, That Matters of Faith tomld not be reſolved into firſt Principles; 
4 . 4. 3. Which Mr. Ser jeant hath fo long and fo vainly pretended to. 

9.5.2.4.C. Henricus Gandavenſis ſaith, There is a Certainty of Aaherence in che 
Henr. Gan- Habit of Faith; and that the Evidence of Credibility falls much ſhort of 
day. Sum. that of Science; and he makes Scripture the Rule, whereby we are to judge 
N67, 5 7% og Doctrine of the preſent Church, and of all Ages ſucceeding the Apo- 

rt. 9. Q. 3. N. FY Wk 5 

13. re Q. Scotas diſtinguiſheth between Acquiſite and Human Faith, and Divine 
EEE. or Infuſed Faith; but he denies any Iefallibility to belong to the for- 
rent. L. 3. Q. mer. | ED, | | 


23.N.14,15 s Du. 


#5, he ſaith, an inferiour ſort 
Ad Teſtimonies, but this, he 


* , 
* 


* 


3 Satan. rc r 


— 
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Faith, viz. that whatever God 7 75 15 True, and to be profeſſed by us, 
rounds of it. N + 


ing to theic own Divines, doth not depend upon concluſive Evidence, 
or Iatrinſick Grounds, but an inward Perception cauſed by Divine 
Grace, nf Wang i on 
IV. Particulas Points of Faith are more or leſs Certain, according to 
the Evidence of their Deduction from Sriptare as the Rale of Faitb. | 
V. Where any Propoſitions are impoſed as Points of Faich, which _ 
others deny, thoſe Who impoſe are bound to prove the Certainty of ß 
them as ſuch, and not thoſe who reject them. | . 


4 Fe 4 


t 


And this is our Caſe as to the Points in Difference between us and 
thoſe of the Church of Rome: We do not make the Negatives any Point o, 
1.4 our Faith, any further than as the Scripture is our Rule, and we cannot 
be bound conſequently to receive any thing as a Point of Faith, but 
ind what is contained in it, or deduced from it. But the Church of Rome E 
of requiring us to receive them as Points of Faith, is bound to prove the | 
11 Certainty of them as ſuch. 5 „ : 
Having thus endeavoured to ſet this Controverſie about the Certainty — © 
on, Faith in its true Light, I now proceed to conſider what Mr. Serjeant | * 
5 doth object againſt it. And I ſhall conceal nothing that looks like an 
he Argument. His Raillery I deſpiſe, and his Impertinencies I ſhall paſs. 
| over, | 2 . 1 6 i 566 Id | _ 
FA I. That which looks moſt like an Argument, is, what he hath fer , bo 
| out by way of Propoſitions in his Firſt Letter, © 5 
for | by God hath left us ſome way to kno.v what ſurely Chriſt and his Apoſtles » 
the taught. . $f... af 9 0 ; 
on 2. Therefore this way muſt be ſuch, that they who take it, ſhall: arrive by 
53 It at the End it was intended for; i, e. know ſurely what Chriſt and hie 
Apoſtles taught. 1 | 8 DL | 
he 3. Scriptures Letter interpretable by Private Judgments, is not that way; 
of for we experience Presbyterians and Socinians (for Example) both take that 
ge 2 yet differ in ſuch high Fundamentals, as the Trinity and the God-head 
Doe 9 Chriſt, | : 8 * | IT 
| 4. — Scriptares Letter inter retable by Private Judgments, is not 
0 the way left by Goa to know ſurely what Chriſt" and his Apoſtles taught, or 
Ye ſurely to arrive at Right Faith. EM 5 7 
1. . Tii 5. Therefore 


Of the Nature and Grounds 


2 


Deception, all this _—_ Demonſtration comes to nothing. And yet 


dence of Perception, and Senſe, and Ratiocination, as might, in things 


not hinder but that a Certainty is attainable, as to the Nature of Things. 


F. Therefore they who take only that way, cannot by it arrive ſurely at right 
Faith, ſince tis impoſſible to arrive at the End, without the means or way that 
leads to it. | Dy Res”. 

Upon ſetting down this, Mr. Serjeant being ſenſible he had plaid his 
beſt Cards, cannot help a little expreſſing the Satisfaction he had in the 
Goodneſs of his Game. I do not (faith he) expeit any Anſwer to thi 
Diſcourſe, as ſhort as it is, and as plain, and as nearly as it touches ycur 
Copy-hola, Alas for me, that am fallen into the hands of ſuch 2 
Gamefter! But I am reſolved to diſappoint him, and to give him x 
clear and full Anſwer to this ſhew of Reaſoning. And that ſhall be, 
by making it appear, | f 

I. That it proceeds upon Falſe Suppoſitions. 

II. That it deſtroys any Rule of Faith, even his own admired 0r4/ 
and Practical Tradition. 1 "oF | 

I. That it proceeds upon Falſe Suppoſitions. As, 

1. That no Certaint) can be attained where there is no Infallibilty, © 
For if Men may arrive at Certainty where there is a general Poſibility of 


this is a thing all Mankind are agreed in, who allow any ſuch thing as 
Certainty; and the contrary Opinion was (which Mr. Serjeant little 
thinks) the very Foundation of Scepticiſm; viz. That there could be no 
Certainty, unleſs Men could find out ſuch an Infallible Mark of Truth, which 
could not agree to what was Falſe ; as he might have learned in Ciceros 
Lucullus, without ſending him to Pyrrho's Scholars. And till Tęno and 
his Diſciples pretended to find out this, Scepticiſin gained little Ground; 
but when they yielded to that Principle, That no Certainty was to be 
had without it, then a mighty Advantage was given them, which they 
improved accordingly. But the more Judicious Philoſophers were 
forced to quit the Szoicks Infallible Mark, and to proceed upon ſuch Evi- 


not Self- evident, form an Aſſent which excludes all reaſonable Doubt of 
the contrary. But itil} thofe who pretended to Iufallibility, were the 
moſt deceived. As Epicurus thought there could be no Certaint) in 
Senſe, unlefs it were made Infallible; and from hence he ran into that 

roſs Abſurdity, that the Sun was really no bigger than he ſeemed to 
be to our Senſes. For, he went juſt upon Mr. Serjeant's Principles, If 
there be a palſibility of Deception, there can bs no True Certainty; and to 
make good his Hypotheſis, the Sun muſt be no bigger than a Bonfire. 
But the Wiſer Philoſophers took in the Aſſiſtance of Reaſon, which, 
though not Infallible, might give ſuch Evidence, as afforded Certainty, 
where it fell ſhort of Dena tries, As in Phyſical and Moral things. 
Igrant, that ſome of thoſe who talked moſt and beſt of Demonſtration, 
tell wonderfully ſhort of it, when they came to apply Notions to 
Things; and the Demonſtrations they made were to little or no purpoſe, 
in the promoting of Knowledge, as, that Man is 4 Rational Creature, 
& c. But their Phyſical Speculations are very far from it; yet this doth 


And in Morals, they knew and confeſſed there could be no Demonſtra- 
tion in them; yet they profeſſed a true Certainty they had as to the Ma- 

ture of Happineſs, and the real Differences of Vertue and Vice: They 
owned. ſome Moral Principles to be Abſolutely Certain, as that Good is 10 
be choſen, and Evil to be avoided, &c, but in particular Caſes, they made 
uſe of the beſt Reaſon they had, to prove ſome things Good, Las 
| L | others 
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others Evil. And although they could not proceed with equal Certainty 
in all Vertues and Vices; yet in ſome they had clear Evidence, and in 
others they me uſe of the beſt means to give Satisfaction to them- 
ves and others. : "af" 0 7 oj þ 8 
pas it is in Matters of Faith, there are ſoine things Abſolutely Certain; 
as, that God cannot aecerve us; that the Scripture is our Rule of Faith; = 
but then, whether ſuch Points be contained 1 8 5 Rule and be of Di:. 
vine Revelation, is not Self evident; and therefore ſthieſè muſt be de- lh 
duced by all the beſt Methods of Reaſoning from a ritten Rule; and ö 
when Perſons ha ve examined the Scripture with all the Care and Dili. 


V attain to a true C A 7 . 
Be, 


ina 


e tr 1. 8 Rs Mi 
A 
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ſo, yet we ſuppoſe the Queſtion to be about him, whether he were an „ 
Jifallible Teacher or not; and therefore we muſt not ſuppoſe the thing 
to be proved. As to the Publick Interpretation, which” ri Serjeant , . Tas 
makes his I-fallzble Rule, if that were to be relied upon, then a Jew was 
bound not to believe Chriſt to be the true Meſis, becauſe the Paplick Ins + *.»" ** 


* 


terpretation was againſt him; and the Traditional Senſe of the Prophecies „ 

was againſt him, being for a Temporal Prince; I now demand off 2 
Mr. Se jeant whether the Jews were capable of Certainty in this Point r 
or not? If not, then the Jews were excuſed in their Infid ity If the7ß 

were, then true Certainty may be had without an Infallible Guide _ - 
although the Pablict Interpretation and Tradition be againſtyit. And”, © © 

if it may be had in fo difficult a"Gaſe, which depended” 61 the Senſe. . 


of obſcure Propheties; much more certainly under the clear;Reyglation , _, 

of the Goſpel; wherein all Neceſſary Points are laid down with fo much —o” 

Clearneſs, that the Fault muſt be more in Mens Mills than eige-. 
. : 


flandings, if they do not apprehend them. 5 
2. The Second falſe Suppoſition is, That a Rule of Faith, muſt be a þ - 
Mechanical Rale, and not a Rational; i. e. It muſt be like a Carpenters „ 


Rule, that hath all its Dimenſions fixed, and ready to be applied rh X44 as 3 
Material things; but in matters of Underſtanding no ſuch Rule is to . * k 
be expected. The Philoſophers 0 diſputed ſo much about Certainty, Secd La: | 
would have laughed at any Man who had applied a Material Rule to In- ter, Rin PRe. 


a 


tellectual things; yet this is Mr. Serjeants great Example: I tate my 
Rule, faith he, and draw a Line by it does the ſtreightneſs or crookeaneſs 
of this Line depend upon my Underitanding ? By no means. But is there : | 
» any ſuch Intellectual Rule as this? There have been great Difputes in 
4 the World, among Men of Wit and Subtilty, about the Certainty of Hu- 7." 
man Knowledge; Whether any Infallible Criterion could be found to "4-4 
diſcern Truth and Falſhood? But they never imagined any ſuch thing . 1 
as an Intellectual Ruler io araw Lines by: but tha there were certain a NG | 
Differences of Truth and Falſhood, which Men might find out, but not 
Without Diligence and Application of their Minds to it. Andfiotwith- 
ſtanding the Characters of Truth and Falſhood were in themſelves Cer-, 
fun, yet it was very poſſible for Men to miſtake about them; not 
Fit 2 only 
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only for want of Judgment, but of Diligence and Impartiality : So we 
ſay here as to a Rule of Faith; we do not ſuppoſe it to be a Materi, 
Rule; i. e. If a Man take the Letter of Scripture, and apply it to any 
Opinions, he muſt preſently know Whether they be true or falſe; but 
it is a Rational and Intellectual Rule, which is abjolutely Certain in it (el, 
and whatever agrees to it is True, and whatever doth not is falſe : But 
ſtill there may be miſtakes in the Underſtanding and Apphing it; and 
therefore Care, and Diligence, and Impartiality, are required; by which 
ſome may attain to that Certainty, which others miſs off. As in the 
Points he mentions of the Presbyterians and Socinians differing about ſuch 
high Fundamentals, as the Trinity and God-head of Chriſt. 
1. Why Presbyterians and Socinians, I beſeech him? There is a nota- 
ble Infinuation in this, as though we of the Church of England were ge. 
cinians in thoſe Points; and none but Papiſts and Presbyterians were Or. 
thodox in them, But this is an Inſinuation which hath as much Folly 
as Malice in it; ſince our ſolemn and expreſs Declarations, are to the 
contrary :* And he may as well call us Papiſts as Socinians, ſince our 
Writings are as plainly againſt one, as the other. What our Senſe as to 
theſe Matters is, he may find in the Dialogues of the Doctrine of the Tri. 
nity and Tranſubſtantiation compared; not long ſince Publiſhed by a Dj. 
wine of the Church of England, But to paſs this over. 2. Suppoſe the 
Difference between us and the Socinians. What then? Both take the ſame 
way of Scriptures Letter Interpretable by private Judgments, and yet differ in 
theſe Fundamental Points, And what follows? That the Scriptare is no 
Certain Rule? By no means, But that the Socinians may err, and cer- 
tainly do in miſinterpreting this Rule. But how can it be à certain Rule, 
if men that uſe it may err in uſingit? How can Reaſon be certain in any 
thing, if Men following Reaſon may miſtake? How can Arithmetick 
be a certain way of computation, if Men following the Rules of Arithmetict, 
may miſtake in caſting up a ſam? Doth any Man queltion the Certainty 
of the Rule, for Mens blundering in their Accompts? yet this is his way 
of Reaſoning. And I will put it jalt with his Propoſitions. 


I. Arithmetick preſcribes a Certain way by Addition and Subſtraction for 
us to find out any Sum. . 5 
II. Therefore it mu#t be ſuch, that they who take it, ſhall arrive by it, at tit 
te act Sum. . 5 


* 


III. But two Men who Ha. e made uſe of the ſame way, differ at lea 
hundred in caſting up the Sum. SH 


IV. Therefore Arithmetick doth not preſcribe a certain way to attain at 4 
Certain Sum, | 


V. Therefore they who take only that way, cannot by it arrive at the Cer- 
45 tain Sum. 8 . 


0 


Is not this clear and evident Demonſtration ? But thoſe who conſi- 
der a little better than Mr. Serjeant hath done, will diſtinguiſh between 
the Rule and the Application of it. The Rule of Arithmetick may be ne- 
vertheleſs Certain, although thoſe. who want Skill, or Care and Dili- 
gence, may miſtake in caſting up a particular A ccompt. 

he ſame we ſay here, Scripture is a certain Rule in all Fundamental 
Points, to ſuch as have Capacity, and uſe due Care and Diligence in 
finding them. But we do not deny, but Men through Prejudice, 
Weakneſs, want of Attention, Authority of falſe Teachers, Impati- 
| ence of thoroughly examining things, and not uſing proper Helps, 
a | may 
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may run into groſs Errors ; ſuch 15 theſe about the Trinity and * 


* nation: But {till the Rule is certain to thoſe who uſe it aright, altho it 

any be very poſſible for Men,through their own Faults,to miſtake about it; 

dil And this is no way diſagreeing to the infinite Wiſdom of God, who: 

ſeſf. deals with us as With Rational Creatures; and hath put Faculties into 

Bur us, that we might ule them in order to the Cærtaint) of quł Faith. 

and And ſuch Moral Qualifications are re uired In the New 7. ſtament, in 

hich order to the diſcerning the Doctrine of it, as Huniity of ind, Parity 1 

* of Heart, Prayer to Gad, ſincere Endeavour to ao the Mill of God; that FH 

ſuch it would be very repugnant to the Deſign of it, to ſuppoſe that the 
Letter of Scripture alone would give a Man immediate and certain ©, © © © * 

ota- Directions in all Matters of Dockrine being applied to it. Therefore * 

TR an caly Anſwer is to be given to Mr. Serjcant's great Difficulty Be. 

07 20 the Senſe drawn from the I .ettey can any more fail to, be true, than be 

oly Line drawn by the Rale to be ſtralght. | For we ſay, 'That the Senſe truly i 

tle drawn from the Scripture, can never fail to be true; ut we do not.fay, ,* th 

Our that every Man mult draw the Jrue Senſe from tlie Scriptare; for " I, 

Sto though the Scripture be an Iafallible Rule, yet unleſs eve Man tit. 

7 makes uſe of it be Ifallible, he may miſtake in the Application of it. 

Di. And this to me is ſo clear, that rate an Infallible Rule in his Senſe,  », ## 

the he muſt make every Perſon that uſes it Ifallible, or elſe, he may grr 

wag in the Application of it: But the right Way, faith Mr, Serjeant, will cer-Second © 

75 tand) bring a Man to his Journey s End, and the Way muſt needs be 4 wrong latte 0 

55 Way if it do it not.. The Righit Way will certainly bring them to their?“ i 

oy: Journey's End, if they continue in it; but here we mu conſider what 

þ is meant by the Journeys End. If by it be underſtood their Saluation, - FER 

ny then we ſay, that thoſe who do their utmoſt Endeavours to keep in * 

a that way, ſhall not fail of their Journey's End. But if by it be un- 4 

3; derſtood the certain Truth or Falſbood of every Opinion tried by the Scri : 

ut) ;pture; then I anſwer, that although the Senſe of Scripture be infallibl ls. 


ay true, yet it was not deſigned as an Infallible Way for us to know the? 
Truth and Falſhood of all particular, Opinions by. For as Mr. Serjeant 
well obſerves, Salvation is that which» chiefly imports us; and it was for 
=. 1  *® of + 
San p 


that End the Doctrine of Chriſt is made known to us, and i 


ö 
E Infallible Way to it, if Men continue therein: But for judging the Trat 
be or Falſbood of Opinions, without reſpeꝙ to Salvation as the End, it was © 
not intended as an Iafallible Way goyevery one that makes uſe of it: | 
F and therefore it is eaſy for Men f@ miſtake in judging by it of things "I 2» 
it was not deſign d for. 1 if a Man deſigned to obſerve all the t + i 
, Roman Cities and Stations here, and were told the old Roman Way would LA 
be a certain Way to lead him to them, with the Help of the Roman 
. lienerary; if that Man objects, that this will not do, for he cannot find e | 
out all the Modern Towns and Villages by this Means, is it not a juſt 
and reaſonable Anſwer. to ſay, n is a moſt certain Way, which 
I leads a Man to that which it Was deſign'd for; and the Roman Way 
8 was only intended for Roman Foundations ; but it is very unreaſonable 
5 to find Fault with it, becauſe it doth not lead you to all modern 
I Towns and Villages. So ſay T here: The Scripture was deſigned by 
Divine Wiſdom to make us wiſe to Salvation; and thither it will infal- 
] libly lead us, if we keep to it: But if beſides this we would know 
l by it ſuch things as are not neceſſary to Salyation, we blame it for 


that, which was not in the 0;/2izal Intention and Deſign of it. For 


when we make ule of it to be our Rule of Judgment, meerly as ro 
, Truth 
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Truth and Falſhood of things not neceſſary to Salvation; it is not IR 
becauſe it was deſigned for that End, but becauſe it is of Divine Re. 0 1 

velation, and fo is the ſureſt Standard of Divine Trath ; and we are 525 
ſure there is no other Rule for us to judge by beſides. From whence 5 7 
we may and ought to reject any Points of Faith impoſed upon us, PO 
which are neither contained in Scripture, nor can, be proved from it. 4 
And ſo it is our poſitive Rule of Faith, as to all neceſſary Articles; and 


our negative Rule, as to all pretended Points of Faith, Which are not 
proved from thence. wide” : | 
IT. I anſwer, That this Method of Mr; Serjeant will overthrow the 
Poſſibility of any Rule of Faith; becauſe none can be aſſigned, which 
it is not poſſible for Men to miſapprehend, and to miſtake about it, 
Let us at preſent ſuppoſe Mr. Sexjeant to ſubſtitute his Rule of Faith 
inſtead of Scriptare, viz. Oral and Practical Tradition. Why may not 
Men miſtake the Senſe of Tradition, as well as the Senſe of Scripture? 
Is Tradition more Infallible in it ſelf ? Ts it deliver'd by Perſons more 
Infallible? Doth it make thoſe to whom it is deliver d 1»fa!lible ? Why 
then may not thoſe who deliver it, and thoſe who receive it, both 
- be miſtaken about it? . | 
| Ihis IJ had mention'd in my ſecond Letter, that it was very poſſible 
Second Let- tg miſtake the Senſe and Meaning of Tradition; and] inſtanced in that 
* Mr. of Chriſt*s being the Son of God, where the Traditionary Words may 
7 be kept, and yet an Heretical Senſe may be contained under them. 
Third Ca-. Mr. Serjeant anſwers, That the Senſe of the Words, and all the reſt of 
tholick * Chriſt's Doctrine, is condeyed down by Tradition, This 1s bravely faid, 
ter, Peg. s. if it could be made out, and would preſently put an End to all Diſ- 
putes. For if all the Doctrine of Chriſt be derived down to us in 
ſuch a manner, that we cannot miſtake the Senſe of it, we mult be all 
agreed whether we will or not. For how can we diſagree, if we can- 
not miſtake the Sexſe of Tradition? Not. while we hold to Tradition. 
Ihen it ſeems it is poſſible not to hold to Tradition; and if ſo, we 
have found a terrible Flaw in Human Nature, that will let in Errots 
in abundance, vir. that it may groſly err about the Rule of Faith; 
yea, ſo far as to renounce it. But how is this poſſible, if the Senſe 
of Tradition be infallibly conveyed? For is not Tradition's being the Rule 
of Faith any part of it ? We muſt in Reaſon ſuppoſe this: And it we 
do ſo, how can Perſons renounceggs being the Rule, while they can- 
not but believe its being the Rule? If Mea may miſtake about Tra- 
dition's being the Rule of Faith, why may we not ſuppoſe, they may 
as well miſtake about any Points convey'd by it? For the greatelt 
Security lying in the Rule, there muſt be more Care taken about that, 
than about the Points convey'd by it. 


| / e 
But let us ſee how he proves that Men cannot miſtake the Senſe 5 
of Tradition in particular Points The Force of what he faith, is, That of 
Men were always Men, and Chriſtians were always Chriſtians, and Mr. Ser- Fe 
Jeant is always Mr. Serjeant pretending Demonſtration, when there 15 ve 
nothing like it. If Men were always Men, they were always apt to 4 
be deceived ; and unleſs Chriſtians, by being ſuch are Izfalvle, they f 
are liable to Miſtakes. But the higheſt means to convey the Senſe of Word 1 
. are to be found in Tradition, T am quite of another Opinion ; I think BE? 
it the moſt uncertain way in the World, and the Corruption of the ar 
firft Ages of the World are an evident Proof of it, when there were Mm 
all poſſible Advantages of Tradition, and yet the Principles of Nau. " 
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al Religion were ſtrangely corrupted, although rhey were plain, eaſy, 
few, of the higheſt Importance, and Men lived ſo long to inculcate 
them into the Minds of their Children. If therefore, notwithſtand- 
ing Tradition, the World migheghen degenerate into Polyzheiſm and 
Idolatry ; what Abſurdity is it to ſuppoſe, that notwithſtanding Tra- 
lition, the Chriſtian Doctrine might be cotrupted likewiſe ? 

But Mr. Serjeant alledges not only Words but Actions, to determine 
the Senſe of them; , that Chriſt is the Son of God, by praying to him; 
and giving Divine Re verence to Chriſt without ſtinting them, or makin 


them ſcruple, leſt they give too much, or commit Idolatry, by giving that to 


4 Creature, which is due onely to God, And does not this Practice, beyond 
ul Poſſibility of Miſtake, inſinuate into them, that he is equally to be adored 
with God the 7 or Co. equal to him, and ſo not a Creature, but Very 
God of Very God? . 4 . 
IT anſwer; FCC | 
I. Would not the very fame Reaſoning have made the coming in 
of 1dolatry impoſſible? For, that there was but one true God was evi- 


dent from all Acts of Morbip, being given * to him, as the pro- 
6 as to give 


per Object of it: How then could Men fo foul 
proper Divine Worſbip to any Creature, there 


ing an infinite Di- 


ſtance between God and his Creatures, which every Child could not 
but know by a conſtant Tradition from Adam. ; he ak 
II. How was it poſſible that External Acts of * ſhould ſo ifi- 


fallibly prove Chrift to be true God, if all external Acts of Worſhip 


be of an Equivocal Nature, and receive their Determination from the 


- inward Senſe of the Mind? Did not the Arians uſe the ſame external 
Ads of Worſhip with others, with Reſpect to Chriſt? Where did they 
ever ſeparate from the Chriſtian Aſſemblies, on the Account of the Wor- 
- ſhip given to Chrift ? If not, how was it poffible from thence to prove 

f not to be a Creature? So that this is very far from 3 the 
Point of the Divinity of Chriſt beyond the Paſibility of Miſtake. | 
. cally, when folemn Invocation, Which is one of the moſt natural Parts 


ſpe- 


of Divine Morſbip, came to be allowed to meer Creatures, All the 


* 


Difference that can be aſſigned then, muſt be from Mens Words and 
- Profeſſions, and not from their External Actions. | ; 


III. The ſame Divine Reverence was given to Chriſt Ko the Apoſtoli 
til Times, and the utmoſt Care uſed to inſtruct People in the true Dov 


'Qrine of Chriſt ; and yet then we find that, Perſons did err in the 
Senſe of that Propoſition, That Chriſt is the Son of God. For even 
then, the Ebionites and Cerinthians underſtood it, not in Reſpect of 


Nature but Adoption; and ſo did the Artemonites and Samoſatenians af- 


terwards. And how can that be proved impoſſible to be done, Which 


de ſhew was actually done? Men did notoriouſly miſtake the ſenſe 
of Chriſt's being the Son of God, When it was received by Tradition; and 


jet Mr. Serjeant pretends it cannot be miſtaken, if it be ſo recei- 
* | | x \.” . f RE. 


ved. © 


Mr. Serjeant (till urges, That Faith hath Senſe in it ; and it is incons Third Lets 
ſſtent with the Nature of , Mankind not to hold ſome Senſe or other, and ter, p. 14 
. With the Nature of Chriſtians, not to inſtrudt their Children in that Senſe. | 


And I think Words written have as much Senſe in them as Words ſpoken, 
and lefs liable ro Miſtakes; there being no ſuch Mixtures of the Infir- 


mities of Men in a ritten Rale, as in Oral Tradition. But Inſtances are 
unlucky things 
| 175 „11 "I 


to be brought againſt Demonſtrations, and ſuch- is that 
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all pretended Articles of Faith, which cannot with Certaint) be proved 


ſary to Salvation, to all ſuch as make uſe of it as ſuch, and do not 


of the Cerinthians and Artemonities, who pleaded Tradition for their 
Senſe; and yet they were Men, and pretended to deliver the true by. 
ctrine of Chriſt to their Diſciples. _ Soo. SAY © 

I alledged another Inſtance, howgthe Senſe of Tradition might be 
miſtaken; and that was about a Rea! Preſence in the Euchariſt, which 
might be underſtood in very different Senſes. Yo, faith Mr. Serjeant 
That cannot be; for, Faith works un our devout: Aﬀections, which muſi ei. 
ther oblige us to pay an infinite Veneration to a Creature, if Chriſt's Real Bo. 
ay (and conſequently God) be not there, or if Chri#"be not God, which i the 
greateſt deviation from true Religion that is palſible; or ＋ to be highly irre. 
verent, and to want the moſt efficacious Motive that can be imagined to excite 
and elevate our Devotions, if he be there, or Chriſt be indeed God, Truly 
Mr. Serjeant's way of Writing is the. moſt effectual means I know to 
make me Queſtion whether written Words be a good way to convey a Cer. 
tain Senſe to our Minds, For, I cannot underſtand, how Faiths working 
on our devout Afﬀections, ſhould oblige us, either to pay an infinite Veneration 
to a Creature, or elſe to be highly Irreverent. For, ſuppoſing ] believe 
Chriſt's Body not to be really in the Euchariſt; but yet that Christ himſelf 
# God, I think my ſelf bound to ſhew the utmoſt Reverence to Chriſt a 
God, even in the Act of Receiving the Euchariſt: And I am of Opinion, 
that the juſt Apprehenſion of the Divine Majeſty, is as apt to excite and 
elevate our Devotion, as the believing the Body of Chrift to be there really 
preſent. But it is obſervable, what Mr. Serjeant here grants, that if 
Chriſt's Body be not there, they are guilty of paying an Infinite Veneration 
to 4 Creature, which is the greateſt deviation from true Religion that is poſſible, 
And upon my Word then they had need have better Aſſurance, than 
what he offers, to prove Chrif*s real Body to be there. For, if as great 
Reverence may be paid to Chriſt in Heaven, as if he were in the Ele. 
ments, I cannot ſee how the Poſture of Adoration can any ways deter- 
mine the Senſe of Tradition in this Matter. 

And thus Mr, Serjeant left the Senſe of Tradition as uncertain, as he 
pretends that of Scripture to be; and if his Argument will hold againſt - 
the One being the Rule of Faith, it will do as great a Kindneſs for the 
Other alſo. Thus I have fully anſwered his main Argument, againſt 
Scriptures being a Rule of Faith, which'he hath been fo free with me, 
as to tell me I cannot Anſwer; and he and I muſt now leave it to the 


* 


Reader's Judgment. 1 6 A 
The ſumm of it is q; | * 
I. We diſtinguiſh Neceſſary Points of Faith, from Matters of Specu- 
lation. 8 ; | 
II. Wediſtinguifh Certainty of Faith in order to Salvation, and Cer- 
tainty of Opinion in Matters of Controverſie. 
III. We diſtinguiſh the Certainty of the Rule, from the Certaint) of 
the Application of that Rule. 8 NY 


And then my Anſwer lies in theſe things £ | | 
I. That the Scriptare is a certain Rule of Faith as to all Points nece)- 


through their own fault make a wrong Application thereof. 

IT. That the Scripture was not deſigned for a Certain Rule as to Uu. 
neceſſary Opinions; and therefore Mens not arriving at a Certaint) in 
them, doth not hinder its being a Rale of Faith, | 

III. The Scripture being our Rule of Faith, we are bound to reject 


from 
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tom the Senſe of Script are. And fot! 
who affirm ſuc . | „ 7 oo . . 9 
This Argument is Mr. Serjeant's Gbliah, and now it is no wonder if 


% 


beginning made him unw at ſuc 

till he hath cleared himſelf. But wherein 15 it? In another place, he 
faith, I deny any Abſolute Certainty as to Tradition atteſling the Books of 
Scripture ; which in the Confer 


further, If this Society be not Infail 
lible, then we cannot 


ſolute Certainty from a Fallible Teitimony, This is the whole force of what + 
Wo as $5 


not meerly 
that Aſſent. 
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II. Ir by being fallibly Certain, 
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je means any Saſpicion, that notwith- 
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ſanding ſuch Evidence in all its Circumſtances, I may be deceived, then 


[ utterly deny it; for otherwiſe I could not be abſolutely Certain, but. 
if he means only, that there is no Divine Infallibilit) (and I know no 


this Abſolute Certainty, But Mr. Serjeapt will have Abſolute Qartagnty. to 
be Infallible: If nothing will fatisfie him, but Humane (i. e. fallible) In- 


» 
= 1 


in 


7 54 


falibility, much good may it dg him; but I much rather chuſe oper QA; 
| Daß | 1ough” 
I do own an Abſolute Certatnty in ſome. 


. . : 2 * * 
Terms, which I know the certain meaning of, than improper, 
they make a far greater Noiſe. 


Accs of the Mind by inward Perception, as that think, IAoubt, and that 


Iam; I do own an Abſolute Certain) as to common Objects of Senſe; and 


as to ſome Deductions of Reaſon ; I do own an Abſolute Certainty as to 


$3 
% 


ſome Matters of Fatt, by a Concurrence of Circumſtances ; but for all 


that, 1 do not account Humane Nature'Tzfalible, nor this an Infallible 
Certainty, unleſs it be taken in another Senſe than Divines take it in. 


For even the Divines of the Church of Rome,as well as Ours, make a dif- 


LL eee | - ference 
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other) then I own that there is ſtill humane Fallibility conſiſtent with , g 


386 Of the Nature and Grounds 
ference between a Humane and Acquiſite Certainty, and that Which is 
Divine and Infallible. And if Mr. Serjeant by Divine means Humane 
and by Infallible no more than Certain, he muſt not think he bath 


gained any great matter, when he hath made uſe of Words in an im. 
proper and unuſual Senſe. 0 


Firſt Letter, III. His next Argument is, That our Rule of Faith is common to all tl, 
P. 25 Hereſies in the World, which pretend Scripture, as well as we, This is juſt 
the Old Sceptical Argument againſt Certainty; if there be any ſuch a 

thing as Certaint), you muſt aſſign ſuch a Criterion which is not common 

to Truth and Falſbood; but if you cannot aſſign any ſuch Mark of Truth, 

which may not as well agree to what is Falſe, then there is no ſuch 

thing as Certaznty to be had. In matters f this nature, the Proof muſt 

not lie in Generals, but we muſt come to Particulars, to ſhew the Ground, 

0 of our Certainty, viz. as to the Trinity, and Incarnation of Chriſt, and 
then if we cannot ſhew why we believe thoſe Points, and reject the 
oppoſite Hereſies, as Arianiſin, Sabellianiſm, Entychianiſm, &c. then 

we are to be blamed for want of Certaizty in theſe Points, but not he- 

fore. Bat this, he faith, 4 to make Light and Darkneſs ver) conſiſtent, 


* 


and Chriſt and Belial very good Friends, It ſeems then, there is no dil 
ference to be found, by the Rule of Scripture, between the Doctrine o 
Chriſt and the Devil. Is this in Truth your avowed Principle? Do you 
in earneſt believe the Scripture to be ſuch a Chaos, where there is no 
difference of Light and Darkneſs, and that nothing bur Confuſion can be 
found in it; And we cannot tell by it, whether we are ro Worſhip God 
or the Devil 2 If Mr. Serjeant grants, that there is enough in Scripture 
to diſtinguiſh theſe two; then it is a Rule, ſo far, as to put a difference 
between Light and Darkneſs, between Chriſt and Belial; and fo theſe 
Expreſſions muſt be diſowned as little leſs then Blaſphemous, for all his 
. pitiful Defence of them in his Second Letter; which is, That he never 
 faid that Chriſt and Belial could be reconciled, or advanced any Poſition that 
implied it. But he ſaid, That to make Scripture our Rule, is to make Light 
and Darkneſs conſiſtent, and Chrift and Belial very good Friends, And is 
not this Blaſphemy againſt Scripture? and implies, that if we go by that 
Rule only, they may be very good Friends. How can this be, unleſs he 
aſſerts that by Scripture alone, we can find no certain difference be- 
tween Light and Darkneſs, between Chriſt and Belial? Let Mr. Serjeant 
Anſwer to this, and not think to eſcape with ſuch a poor Evaſion. 
If he owns the Scripture a Certain Rule as to the difference of Chriſt and 
Helial, and Light and Darkneſs, then we have gained thus much, that 
in ſome Matters of very great Moment, the Scripture is a very ſufficient 
Rule and Ground of Certainty, as to all Points between Us and Infidels. 
And if it be ſo, as to theſe Points, then why not as well as to other 
Points conſequent upon theſe ? JfChriſt be the Eternal Son of God in op- 
poſition to Heathen Deities, and we can know him by Scripture to be 10, 
then we may as well know him to be the Eternal Son of God in oppoſiti- 
on to Arians and Socinians. If againſt the Heatheus we can prove from 
Scripture, that the Word was made Fleſh, Why will not this as well hold 
againſt Neſtorians and Eutychians? And fo the Scripture becomes a very 
ſulfiient Rule to diſtinguiſh Light and Darkreſs in ſuch Points among 
Chriſtians too. For, 1s it ever the leſs fit to be a Rye, becauſe both 
Parties own it ? But they differ about the Senſe of it, and therefore Contro- 
verſies can never be ended by it, If Church-Hiſtory deceive us not, 1 
| greateſt 
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eateſt Controverſies were ended by it;*before General Councils were 
3 of, and more than have been ſince Many of thoſe we read * „ 
of in the firſt Ages were quite laid afſeep, a8Whrodoxer gbſerves; but 76d Herer. 
ſince Church. A@thor:ty inter poſed in the moſt reaſonable anner, ſome Fab. l. 2, 3. 
Differences have been perpetua * 


1 96k hd” ed, as appears by, the Nefforzan-and 
Eutychian Controverſies. 1 5 


erſſes. I do not blau the dztharity of Count, © 
proceeding as they then did hy the Rule of Sckiptures, but the Event 
ſhewed, that molt probable Means are ſometimès very ineffectual for 

ending Controverſies. "And thoſe which Men thin will moſt effectual v 
ly ſuppreſs Hereſies, do often give a new Life and Spirit to them; ſo 
vain are the Imaginations of Men about putting an End to Controver. 
ſies, till they come to a Crriaumy about the rue Sense e Scripture, It © 
is poſſible, to ſtop Mens:\Mauths-bywForce and Power; but nothing 

brings Men to à true Satisfaction, hut inward Conviction as to tte 

true Senſe of Scripture; and there can be no rational Cerfaimry as tgtheſe 

Points without it II Controverſies be not ende „let us not lame 3 * 
the Wiſdom of Providence; for God doth not always appointthe Means 
moſt effectual in our Judgment, but ſuch as axe moſt ſuitable to his 
own Deſign, And we ſee Reaſon enough to blame the Fol and. 8 
Weakneſs, the Prejudice and Partiglity, the Wilfulneſs and Obffinae xy, Mn. 
of Mankind: till humane Nature be brought to a better Temper,we ma 
deſpair of ſeeing any End of Controverſies, Men may difpute, ald 57.5 & 
for all that I know, will do to the World's End, abgut the Method 


4 


to put an End to Diſpute. For the Controverſies abort Certainty and 
Fatality have been always the Matters of Debate among diſputing Men, 
under ſeveral Names and Hypotheſes, and are like ſo to be tg the ge- Mg 
neral Conflagration. | — , +0” 
IV. He ſaith, Scripture is not our diſti guiſbing Rule of with, but pin Ln, 3 
our own particular Tudgments about Scripture; for that mhich diſti guiſbe 4 p. I e 
m Rule from that of the moſt abominable Hereſies, can only. e my own "hs. 7h 
Judgment upon the Letter of Scripture, and wriggle which way I will, there 
it will and muſt end at laſt. I wilh' Mr. Ser jeant had been a little bet. i 
ter converſant in the old Diſputes about Certainty; for it Would have 
ſaved me the trouble of anſwering ſome impertinent Objections; ſu ci 
as this before us. For they would have been thought mean Logici :- 
ans, who could not put a difference between the Rule of Judgment. 
and the Judgment which a Man made according to the Rule. Sup. -- 
poſe the Queſtion were about Sexſe, whether that were a certain Re 
or not to judge by; and Epicurus ſhould affirm it, and fay he fo firm 
ly believed it, that he judged the Sun to be bigger than be ſeemed to 
his Senſes, would not he have been thought ridiculous, who ſhould.” e 
have ſaid this Fancy of Epicurus was his Rule? The Rule he went by 3 
was in it ſelf certain, but he made à wrong Judgment upon it; but N 
that was not his Rule. So it is here: We declare the Sciipture to be a 
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our only certain and ſtanding Rale, whereby we are to judge in Mar- 
ters of Faith; and we underſtand it as well as we can, and form our 
Judgments by it; but doth it hence follow, that our ſedzment is our © 
Rule? We may be deceived in our Judgments, but our Rule is Infal=\ ry 
lible; we may differ in our Jadzmerts, but our Rule is one and the N 3 
ſame, And how is it poſſible for thoſe who differ in Judgment to have 4 „ 
the ſame Rule, if our Rule and our Julgment be the ſame? For tnen 
. | their Rales muſt be as different as their Judgments. ' I know not what | 
modern Logick Mr, Serjeant learnt; but I am ſuxe he learnt not this | 
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Firſt Letter, V. He 


quired of any Man, that it ſhould be believed as an Article 


Faith, not one in «Million relying upon it; 
mine, he ſaith, looks lite a meer J eſt ;; and ſie can 
I am earneſt, while T aduance ſuch «Paradox. What doth J. Serjeant 
mean, to call one of the Articles of our Churehi «Feſt and 4 Parados? 


and Salvation. But wherein doth this Feft lie? Why, for ſooth, I make 

the People to make the Scripture their Rule, and not one in a Million 
thinks of relying on it. Have they then any other Rule of Faith, which 
they rely upon! What is it, I pray? Is it the Church's Tnfalligility ? * 


. Diſcretion, what Rule of Faith have they then? Have they a 4 


our People to be a dull fort of Animals, that underſtand nothing of 


Reaſon to believe far better of them; and that all thoſe who mind 


Teachers, wherein are they to blame? The Scripture is ſtill their Rule, 
but the Help of their Teachers is for the better underſtanding it. And 


Helps to underſtand it? Suppoſe now a Mother or a Nurſe ſhould quit 


to teach Children to ſpell, and to read in the New Teftament, and by 
that means they come by degrees to underſtand the Doctrine which 


to believe in Chriſt, and to obey his Commands, I defire to know | 
into what theſe Perſons do reſolve their Faith. 


way of Reaſoning from the ancient Philoſophers, who diſcourſed about 


the Criterion after another manner than our great Pretender to Lid 
F doth, 3 25 3 A e 3 + > 5 Os, ok | 3 


— 
o 


8 of ; ; 1 NS 3” SE ES, DR Joh 4 
objects, That our People de not make Scripture the Rule of ther 
4 and therefore this Pretence i 


Fj t perſwade himſelf that © 


hs can 


[1 


For the Words of our Sixth Article, are, Holy Scripture contain 
eth all things neceſſary to Salvation. + ſo that whatſoever iz 
not read therein, noꝛ may be p2oved thereby, is not to be re 


of Faith, oz be thought requiſite ox: neceſlary to Salvation, 
Doth J. Serjeant now take this for a Paradox among us? I aſſure 
him I love not to make Jeſts about Scripture, nor Matters of Fa 


No. Is it Pius the Fourth's Creed? No truly, while they are Children 
they believe Tradition. Now, I think, J. Serjeant hath hit it. Tradi. 


tion is indeed a Rule of Faith: for Children; who are very apt ſimnly 


to believe their Fathers and Teachers. But ſuppoſe they come to Tears 6 


ment of Diſcretion then? No; this is another Jeſt. For he ſuppoles al 
Scriptare or Faith themſelves, (I wonder then that they make no more 
Converts among them) but truſt their Parſon for all; for, Boves 4. 
rabant & Aſine paſcebantur juxta eos, therefore the People have no Judg- 


ment of Diſcretion: 1 hope J. Serjeant knows whole Je#t or rather 
Argument that was. Whatever he inſinuates as to our People, I have 


their Salvation, do ſeriouſly read and conſider the Holy Scriptares as the 
Rule of their Faith. But if in Matters of Opinion, or in doubtful or 
obſcure Places, they make uſe of the Skill and Aſſiſtance of their 


cannot our — oy diſtinguiſn between the Rule of Faith, and the 


honeſt Tradition, as J. Serjeant here calls it; and be ſo ill inclined, as 


Chriſt preached, and the Miracles which he wrought, and from thence 


Is it indeed into thole 
who taught them to read? Or into the New Teſtament, as the Ground 


of their Faith? When they have been all along told, that the Scri- 


pture alone is the Word of God ; and whatever they are to believe, 


it is becauſe it is contained therein. And fo, by whatever means 


they come to underſtand the Scripture, it is that alone they take for 
the Rule and Foundation of their Faith. If a Man were reſolved to 
obſerve Hippocrates his Rules, but finds himſelf uncapable of under- 
{tanding him, and therefore deſires a PHHſician's Help; 1 o fain 
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ples ſignify no more againſt our Doctrine, than DebaucherydotRagainſt +» 


him ſo, and how far that goes towards it, I ſhall examine aſter- 
wards. 5 ö | , „ A 05> * \ ? 


by it. And truly, if it were not for the Proofs from Scripture, I do 
much queſtion, whether any Argument from meer Tradition could | © 
ever confute ſuch a one as John Biddle. But when we offer ſuch _ 

Proofs, as are acknowledged to be ſufficient in themſelves, we take 

the only proper way to give him reaſonable Satisfaction. Sappoſe 

be will not be convinced, Who can help that? Chriſt | himſelf met 

with wilful and obſtinate Unbelievers, And was this any Diſparage- 

ment to his Doctrine? God himſelf hath Never promiſed to cure thoſe 

who ſhut their Eyes againſt the Light. 
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Shall the Believing Church then have the Liberty to interpret S einen 
againſt the Teaching Church? Who ever aſſerted any ſuch thing? We 


onely ſay, that the People are to underſtand the Grounds of their Faith; 


and to judge by the beſt Helps they can, what Doctrine is agreeable to 
Scripture, and to emhrace hat is ſo, and to reject what is not: But 
among thoſe Helps g take in, not barelh the perſonal, Aſſiſtance of 


their own Guide, but the Evidence he brings, as to the Senſe of the 
Teaching Church, in the beſt and pureſt Ages, 


; o 


It is very ſtrange, that after this, it ſhould preſently follow, Tis evi. 


dient hence, that Tradition of our Fathers and Teachers, and not Scriptures 
Letter, is indeed our Rule; and by it we interpret Scripture, If this be ſo 
evident, then how 1s it poſſible, we ſhould ſet up the Eccleſia Creden; 


againſt the Eccleſia Docens ; as he charged us uſt before. If Tradition 


be our Rule, and we interpret:Scripture by it, what fault then are we 
© guilty'of, if Tradition beten an Infallible Rule? But, methinks, this 
- Hence looks a little Ilogicall 


upon the Premiſes ; and if this be his Con. 


cluſive Evidence, he muſt excuſe me as to the making it a Ground of 


my Faith. 


People, and do not allow them 


But he allows; That we ſet up Scripture 4s our Rule, when we Diſpute 
againſt them; but when that is done, we ſet up our own Authority over the 


» that Privilege againft us, which we take 
againſt the Church of Rome, This is all the ſtrengthof what I can make 


out of that Paragraph. For if all Writing were like his, it would be 


the beſt Argument for Oral Tradition; his Senſe is ſo intricate, and his 
Concluſions ſo remote from his Premiſes, Juſt before he ſaid, Ti evi- 


dent hence that we follow Tradition, And preſently, *Ti as evident we do 


not follow it, and ſet up our Authority againſt it, We do interpret Scripture 
by Tradition; and yet immediately, we ſet up Scripture againſt Tradition. 


Me plead for the Peoples Right to a Judgment of Diſcretion; and yet we do 


Page 29. 


not allow them a Judgment of Diſcretion, Whar inviſible links hath Oral 
Tradition to connect things, that ſeem ſo far aſunder? | 

But however it be expreſſed or connected, his meaing is, That ne 
onely ſet up Scripture againſt the Church of Rome, aud then ſet up our own 
Aathority over the People, This is not poſſible, if we do allow them a 
Judgment of Diſcretion; and this is one of the things he ſo much charges 


upon me; and faith, He never read any Proteitant that puts Matters more 


into private hands than Tao; and yet in the very next Page, he faith, J 


I deny them ſuch a Privilege, if I put Matters into their hands above 


deny the People the ſame Privilege againit Paſtoral Authority, How can 


any other Proteſtant? I do not know, that I do in the leaſt differ from 


Third Let- 
ter, p. 92. 


the ſixth Article of our Church; nor do I take of from the due Autho- 
rity of Biſhops and Paſtors of Churches. But all our Diſpute is, about 
_ Judgment of Diſcretion, whether it be allowable to People, and how 
ar. | | OY 
In his Third Letter he reſumes this Argument, and thither I follow 
him, that I may lay things together into ſome Method. The words 
he cavils at, are, If we have the Conſent of all Chriſtian Churches 


_ © againſt the only pretended Infallible Judge, we have their Conſent 


„ likewiſe, that every Man is to judge for his own Salvation. What 
hurt is there in this? If ſeems then nothing will content us nom but Inf ali 
bility, Was there ever ſuch an awkard Man at Rea ſoning? It follows 
indeed, that either there muſt be an Infallible Judge, or every Man 
muſt judge for himſelf, Do I then allow no Authority 20 oe ar 
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that do not pretend to Infallibility? Yes, very much, while they do not 
cetend to Impoſe on our Faith, by a pretence to Infallibility. But 
what Occaſion do I give for this, when I fay only, That every Man mu ſt 
;udge for his own Salvation; and yet he had the Conſcience to lea ve this 
out in repeating my Senſe, but rwo lines after. May not you miſtake 
or pervert to Day, What you heard Tel erday, when T find you mi- 
| nie, but at two lines diſtance? And then run 


Wo" 


ſtaking or perverting my SER ie, but dit 
on in a long Diſcourſe, as though you had taken the true Senſe of my 
Words. Is not this a fit Perion 2% play out Hr. Godden's Game, WU¹œ—im 
ſbuffles in ſo ſtrange a manner, and ſo openly plays falſe Cards? Where 
dd I ever diſpute againſt Church-Authority in due propoſing Matters 

of Faith, provided that every Man is to judge for his own Salvation? 2 

But I have, he faith, an Aging I ooth at the Churches intermedaling in Mat- page 931 4 
ters of Faith, From whence doth this appear? This muſt either ariſe 

from great Ignorance, as to the Right of Judging every Man hath as to 

his own Salvation; or from a Malicious Defign, to expoſe. me to all 
Church-Governors ; but I pity his Ignorance, and deſpiſe his Malice. 

What pleaſant Entertainment doth he make with the Sober Enquirern?C; 

Ti pity (faith he) but he had a blue Apron on, and 4 Tub to Hold. forth in; 

as 2 Sober Enquirer may poſſibly find ſome Pretenders to Iafallibili ß 

have done in their Time. But what is the meaning of all this ado, 

about a Sober Enquirer? L had ſaid many years ago, That the Scri- 

« ptures being owned, as containing in them the Whole Will of Gd 

« ſoplainly revealed, that no Sober Enquirer can miſs of what is ne- 
& ceſſary for Salvation, there can be no Neceſſity ſuppoſed of an In- 
« fallible Society of Men either to Atteſt or Explain theſe Writings 
« among Chriſtians, any more than there was for ſome Ages before 
« Chriſt, of ſuch a Body of Men among the Jews, to Atteſt or Explain 
to them the Writings of Moſes and the Prophets. And where lies the 
Hereſie or Danger of this Doctrine? If I faid that no Sober Enquirer 
can miſs of things neceſſary to Salvation in Scripture, it is no more than 
St. Chryſoſtom, St. Auguſtin, Aquinas, and other School men, had ſaid 
before me; and Were they for blue Aprons ana ubs to Hold forth in? Nay, _ 
to ſhew how unskilful J. Serjeant is in the Writers of his own Church, 

(if they do own him) even Ballar mine him If grants as much as Tfay. 

For being to Anſwer that Place Jam. 1. 5. If any Mun lack Wiſdom, let 

him ask it of God, who giveth liberally, &c. he Anſwers, This is to be Bell, de verbs 4 
underſtood of Sapientia neceſſaria ad Salutem; ſo then a Sober Enquirer Pes, l. 3. c. 6. 
praying to God to give him Wiſdom, ſhall not want that which is 1 Npon- 
Neceſſary to his Salvation. And he quotes ſeyeral Paſſages of St. . 
2uſtin to prove, that Prayer obtains nothing Infallibly but that which is neceſ— ä 
[ary or uſeful to the Salvation of him that prays. If this be then obtained 5 
Infallibly, then we fee an Infallible Ground of Certainty, as to what 


* 


is Neceſſary or Uſeful to Salvation. Bellarmine indeed ſaith, that a Gift 
of Interpretation is not to be had by Prayer; and, Do Lever ſay it is? 
Did I ever give the leaſt Countenance to Enthuliaſtick Pretenders, or 
to the Breakers of the Laws and Orders of our Eſtablifhed Church? 
What means then theſe ſpiteful Inſinuations? Doth the Man hope to 
raiſe Himſelf by expoſing Me? Or to be careſſed by F. P. and E. V. for 
the brave attempt of throwing Dirt ſo plainly in my Face? Which 
will never ſtick, being ſo unskiltully thrown, either to my Prejudice, 
or his Advantage. | oe..." ; 


But m—_ 
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| | Ce But this Matter about the Peoples Judgment of Diſcretion, wuſi be ei 
| not be thus paſs'd over: For he reſumes it at the end of his Thirg aJorc 
Letter, and thought it a good reliihing Bit to conclude with. Ang never 
towards the very end he begins to {tate the Eontroverfy, this true uncel 
Logician having forgotten it before, or reſerved it for a Deſert at the N 
| laſt; as WS aA Reaſ 
Third Let- To come cloſer (ſaithhe) and take amore Mein View of this Judgment tain 
ter, P. 99. of Diſcretion. It was even time to come cloſer in the goth Page of it do 
5 the Third Letter. Alas for Mr. Goddez ! he is like to have a hopeful of al 
N Game of it, when his Subſtitute talks at this rate at the very end of And 
the Game. But let us ſee what Feats he will do now he. comes cloſer, taint 


Now he will acquaint me hom far he allows it, and how far, and hom in.nha 

he rejetts it, This is well, but why no ſooger? He was at another 

« Game before, vig. two or three Throws at the ſober Enquirer, and 

| having knock d him down with his blue Apron and Tab, he now comes 

to I. Godden's Cards again And let us ſee how well he plays them. 

Firſt, he grants, That every Man is to judge for his own Salvation, i, e, 

Hue yields what the ſober Enquirer aim'd at; and now methinks he deſires 
ie blue Apron and Tub, to hold forth himſelf, Secondly, he faith, Al 
Mankind are agreed in it. It ſeems then the Fanaticks are true Catbo- 

licks in Mr. Ser jeant's Opinion. Thirdly, he yieids, That every Man is 

to judge of the beſt way to Salvation, and of all the Controverſies between 

them and us. ' Now the Tub is turn'd to a Chair, and the Holder-forth 

become a Judge of Controverſies, Nay, he goes fo far as to ſay, the 

contrary Tenet is ridiculous, as what's moſt , nay, that it is Sottiſbneſs to 

hold it; and to deprive Mankind of this Privilege of judging thus, is to 

Adebar him of the Light and Uſe of his Reaſon, when it is moſt uſeful for 

him. Is not all this very obliging? But where now lies the Diffe- 

rence? Why, truly, if his Diſcretion leads him to the Infallible Rule if 
Tradition, all is well; but if not, it is no longer Diſcretion. What! has 

he been Judge of all the Controverſies between us already, and is he 

to ſeek for his Rule ſtill ? What Diſcretion had he all that time to judge 

without a Rule? What a Judge of Controverſies have we found at 

laſt ? Methinks the ſober Enquirer far exceeds him in point of common 
Diſeretion; for he never pretended to judge without a Rule, much 

leſs all the Controverſies between us. But this diſcreet Judge of all 
+... Controverſies, firſt determines all the Points; and when he hath done 
8 48 this, - be finds out his Rule. Of all the Judges of Controverſies that 
have been yet:talked of, commend me to this ſet up by J. Ser jeant: 


For how, is it poſſible for him to judge amiſs, who had no Rule to | y 
Page 102. J ſee (ſaith he) hom we allow them the Uſe of their Reaſon and Judg- x 
muten of Diſcyetton, till it brings them to find a certain Authority, and when g 
they have once found that, the ſame Judgment of Diſcretion which ſhewed g 
them that Authority was abſolutely certain, obliges them to truſt it, when it x 

tolls them what is Chriſtos Faith, without uſing their private Judgments an) 

langer about the particular Points themſelves thus aſcertain'd to them, but 
Jubigutting to it. To which TT anſwer, - Tenet 
I. The ſame Reaſon which enabled Men to find out this Tf allo! | 
Gare or certain Authority, will help them to judge concerning this | 
authority, and the Matters propoſed by it. For either he hath a Rule | 


to find out this Authority, or he hath none; if he hath a Rule, it mult 
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be either Scripture or pure Natural Reaſon. If Scripture, that only 


tainty of Authority upon it. 


II. Suppoſe the particular Points propoſed by this certain Autho- 
rity be repugnant to that Certainty of Reaſon, by which I am requi- 
red to believe it: As ſuppoſe this Authority tells me, J am no longer 
to rely upon my Reaſon, but barely to ſubmit it, although the Mat- 
ter propoſed be never ſo much againſt it: What is to be done in this 


Caſe? I am to believe this certain Authority on the Account of Rea- 


ſon, and that requires me to believe ſuch things as overthrow the 
Certainty of Reaſon ; how is it poſſible for me to rely on this cer- 
tain Authority on the Certainty of Reaſon, when that Authority tells 
me, there is no Certainty in Reaſon ? 8 e 


III. Muſt I believe Reaſon to be certain juſt ſo far and no further? 


But who ſets the Bounds? Hath God Almighty done it? When and 
where? F may and ought to uſe my Reaſon in ſearching after this 


certain Authority, and to judge all Controverſies in order to the find 


ing it out; all this is allowed: But as ſoon as ever this certain Autho- 


rity is diſcover'd, then Good- night Reaſon, IJ have now no more Uſe for 
you, But who bid you be ſo ungrateful to that certain Reaſon, which 
conducted you ſo far? Is is very poſhble it may be as uſeful 
ſtill, way then do you turn Reaſon off ſo unkindly after ſo good 
Service! 8 an 2 | _— 


IV. Are all People capable of this certain Reaſon, or not? It re- 
quires, it ſeems, a great deal of Logick to prove this certain Autho- 
rity, or this Intallible Guide by Reaſon; and I am one of thoſe that 
think it can never be done. Suppoſe then ſome of us duller People 
can never comprehend the Force of this Reaſon, which is to lead us 


to an Infallible Guide, what is like to become of us uncapable People? 
Are we all to be damned for Dunces and Blockheads? No, not ſo 
neither: This is really ſome Comfort. For then it is to be hoped we 


may go to Heaven without finding out this certain Authority; and 
then we may have true Faith without it: This is ſtil] better and bet - 
ter. And then I pray what need have I to find out this certain Autho- 
rity at all, if I may have true Faith, and be ſaved without it? 

V. I have greater Certainty by Reaſon of the certain Authority of 
Scriptare, than you can have of the certain Authority of Tradition, Here 
is Reaſon on both ſides, and Authority on both ſides; but I ſay there 


is no Compariſon between either the Reaſon or the Authority. The 


Reaſon to believe the Scripture is ſo incomparably beyond the Reaſon 
to believe Oral Tradition ; and the W of Scripture hath ſo much 


5 greater 
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greater Force on the Conſciences of Men, that it is very extraordina. 
ry among thoſe who own the Scripture to be the Word of God, to find 
them compared in Point of Authority: For we muſt deal plainly in 
this Matter; the Scripture we look on as the Rule of our Faith, be. 
cauſe it is the Word of God. If you do not own it to beſo, but re. 
ſolve all into Tradition, we know What you are; but if you do own 
the Scripture to be of Divine Revelation, how can you pretend to ſet 
up any certain Authority in compariſon with it? 


VI. If this certain Authority be only to lead us into the certain Senſe 
of Scripture, then it muſt be either into the Sexſe of plain Places, or 
of difficult and obſcure : If of plain Places, then it is to kindlea Torch 
to behold the Sun; if of obſcure Places, then who hath appointed 
this certain Authority to explain them? Who is to appoint ſuch a cer- 
tain Authority in the Church to explain his Word, but God himſelf? 
And we deſire to ſee ſome plain Places, that ſet up this Authority to 
explain thoſe which are obſcure and doubtful. We think it our Dut 
to read and ſearch the Scripture, and eſpecially the New Teſtament, where 
we find very great Occaſion for this certain Authority to be men- 
| tioned. We find Churches newly ſettled, and many Diſputes and 
| Controverſies ſtarted among them, and thoſe of great and dangerous 
| Conſequence; we find the Apoſtles giving frequent Advice to theſe 
Churches with reſpect to theſe Differences, he with great Earnelt- 
| neſs giving Caution againſt Seducers, and warning them of the Dan- 
| ger of them; but not one Word can we find in all their Epiſtles tend- 
| ing this way, or mentioning” any certain Authority they were to ſub- 
| | mit to, for tbe putting an End to all Controverſies, This is really a | 
| Matter of ſo much Concernment to the whole Chriſtian World, that 
if 1 thing had been in the Deſign of Chriſtianity, I can ne- 
ver believe that the Apoſtles would have omitted it in their ſeveral 
Epiſtles. Had nat they ſufficient Care of the Certainty of Mens Minds, 
and of the Peace of the. Church? Was it a Secret concealed then from 
them ? Or not thought fit to be communicated by them, when it was 
moſt neceſſary to prevent the early Corruptions and Errors of the 
Chriſtian Churches? But they are ſo far from it, that I cannot find a- 
ny Intimation to that Purpoſe in all their Writings, altho? they had 
the faireff Occaſions for it. 


VII. If Men by certain Reaſon have found out this certain Authority, 

what are they to do with this certain Reaſon afterwards ? Methinks 

it is a little hard for ever to diſcharge ſo uſeful a. Servant immediate- 

ly after ſo extraordinary a Piece of Service, as the finding out an In- 

fallible Guide, We do not find the Apoſtles directing the People not 

to make uſe of their Underſtandings, becauſe their Guides were In- 

fallible, I am apt to think the Apoſtles were as Infallible as Tradition 

or Church- Authority ever ſince; and therefore what Allowance was 

made by them to a Judgment of Diſcretion is {till to continue. What 
Cor. 10.13. doth St. Paul mean to ſpeak to the Corinthians in ſuch a manner, I 
ſpeak as to wiſe Men, judge ye what I ſay, How different is this from J 

ſpeak by an Infallible Spirit, and ye are not to judge what I ſay? When 

\Theff. 5.21, he faith to the Theſſalonians, Prove all things, doth he mean, Swallow all 
John 4. 1. things, and prove nothing? When St. Jahn ſaith, Try the Spirits, whether 
they are of God, doth he only mean, till 'they had found a ous Au- 

. | thority 
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thority ? Did not they believe St. John's Authority to be Certain? If 
not, to what purpoſe did he write his Epiſtle to them? If he did, he 
ſuppoſed them {till to have a liberty of Judging, even thoſe who pre- 
tend to Inſpiration, For, many falſe Prophets are gone out into the world. 
And there are certain Rules and Marks to judge of the Pretences to an 
Infallible Spirit, which were in vain aſhgned, if they were not to judge 


by them. | 


"a. 


VIII. Suppoſe Men differ about this Certain Authority, wherein it 
lies, and how far it extends; Are not they to exerciſe their Reaſon ſtill 
about this? Suppoſe ſome pretend, that it lies in an Lfallible Afiftance 
which Chriſt hath promiſed to his Church in all Ages; and Others ſay, 
this is impoſſible to be a Ground of Faith, becauſe it is itſelf an Article 
of Faith: Muſt not a Man-exerciſe his Reaſon about this? Here is Cer- 
tain Authority pleaded ; but Others ſay, there is Certain Hogan againſt 
this Pretence of Certain Authority; and they muſt grant I muſt follow 
Certain Reaſon, though againſt Certain Authority. Again, Others ſay 
the Certain Authority of Oral Tradition is a Novel, vain and dangerous 
Opinion, deſtructive of Faith, and leading to Hereſie and Atheiſm ; What 
is to be done in this Caſe? Muſt our Reaſon be quitted, and Men not 
be allowed to judge of this Authority by it? Yes, till they come to own it, 
and then they are to judge uo longer; i. e. put out your Eyes once, an 
ye need never think of opening them after. Be very circumſpect in 
the Choice of your Way, till you come to a Precipice, and when you 
are come there, be ſure to throw your ſelf from it headlong, and there 


is an End of Controverſies, But we do not judge this a very Reaſonable 


Method ; but think he had much better keep upon plain Ground, and 
uſethe beſt Method he can to find the true Way; and if his Judgment, 
will ſerve him to find the ay to a Precipice, we think it will much 
better ſerve him to keep him from it; And that he had better bear 
with ſome imperfection of his Sight, than put out his Eyes that he may 
be the more quietly led, he knows not whither. 


There is onely one thing more, which deſerves to be taken notice of, 
about this Argument, viz. that J. Serjeant ſaith, I expreſly exclude the 
Churches Help; which is, as he triumphantly concludes his Third Let- 


ter, The Firſt Principle, nay the Quinteſſence of all Hereſie, Fanaticiſm in the Third Leies: 
Egg, perfect Enthuſiaſm when hatcht, and downright Atheiſm when fledg d. Page, 104. 


This is a parting Blow indeed. Ir is the bite of an Angry Viper, at its 
laſt Gaſp, when it puts its utmoſt force intothe Venom, and hopes even 
dying ro deſtroy. Others love to conclude gently, but J. Serjeant is a 


Man by himſelf, and as though he were writing Epigrams, would re- 


ſerve his Sting for the laſt. But what Ground is there for all this vene- 
mous Froth? Even juſt as much as there was for the Author of Paxwobis 
to ſay, that I am for introducing Paganiſm; or for another to make me 
the Founder of Anti-Catholick, and Anti-Chriitian Doctrines; whereas I 
profeſs to own no other than what have been received in this Church 
ever ſince the Reformation. Bur ſome Mens Spleen and Gall muſt have 
a Vent leſt it deſtroy them. It is ſome ſatisfaction to me to think 


that none but ſuch; who either Oppoſe or Betray our Church, ſet them- 


ſelves thus to defame me; and it is a great comfort to find ſuch feeble 
Reaſoning, where ſo much Spite and Malice is diſcover d. Thus it is 
here, with J. Serjeant he could merit nothing without giving me hard 
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words, and becauſe many look on the Beginning and End of a Bool, 
who mind nothing elſe in it; therefore he hath here put together a; 
the Conſequence of my Doctrine, no leſs than Hereſie, Fanaticiſm, En. 
thuſiaſm, and downright Atheiſm. He thought he could not make my 
Caſe Equal with his own, unleſs I were charged with Hereſie, and 
Principles leading to Atheiſm; But he is charged by the moſt Zealous 
Catholicks, and in reſpeCt to his avowed Piheiples; but my charge here 
is by an enraged Adverſary; and for ſuch a Doctrine which is owned 
by all Men of Underſtanding in both Churches, and if I may name him 
Second Let- among them, even by J. Serjeant himſelf, My words are, If it be 
ter, p. 21. ſaid, that the Churches Power will become expligit to any ſober Enquirer, then 
every fach Perſon may without the Churches help find ont all neceſſary Points of 
Faith, And where lies the Hereſie, the Enthuſiaſm, the Atheiſm of 
this Doctrine, which I have already ſhewed was aſſerted both by Fa. 
thers and School-men ? And J. Serjeant himſelf grants, that every Man 
is to judge for his own Salvation; and of the beſt way to his Salvation, 
and of all the Controverſies between them and us, and eſpecially cf the 
true Grounds of Faith; and all this without the Churches help. And 
if he can do all this, I deſire to know whether he cannot find out all 
Neceſſary Points of Faith? Hath he indeed reſolved all Controverſies, 
and yet wants ſome neceſſary Points of Faith? And hath he found out 
the Churches Authority too, without the Churches Help, and yet doth 
he want ſome neceſſary Points of Faith? Then it follows, that after the 
ſubmitting to the Churches Authority, there are {till neceſſary Points 
of Faith which may be wanting; and then an abſolute Submiſſion is 
not all that is required of one thar hath found out the Churches Autho- 
rity. But my whole Argument there proceeds upon a Suppoſition, 
vic. that if one may without the Churches Help find out the Churches 
Authority in Scripture, then why not all neceſſary Points of Faith? 
So that it goes upon a Parity of Reaſon; and I ſee no Anſwer at all 
given or pretended, but onely he endeavours to ſtop my Mouth with 
a handtul of Dirt. | i 
Thus I have diſpatched this long Argument about the Judgment of 
Diſcretion. And ſhall now ſum up my Anſwer in theſe particulars. 


I. Every Chriſtian, as ſuch, is bound to enquire after the true Way 
to Salvation, and hath a Capacity of Judging concerning it. 

II. Every Chriſtian proceeding according to the beſt Rules of judg- 
ing, hath Reaſon to receive the Scripture as the Rule of his Faitli. 

III. The Scripture is ſo plain in all Neceſſaries, and God hath pro- 
miſed ſuch Aſſiſtance to them, that ſincerely ſeek it, that none who 
do fo, ſhall want the knowledge of ſuch things as are neceſſary to their 
Salvation, FLY | 

IV. When any thing is offer'd as neceſſary to be believed in order 

to Salvation, every Chriſtian hath a Right and Liberty of Judging, 
whether it can be proved by the Scripture to be ſo neceſſary or not. 

V. We do not allow to particular Perſons the ſame Faculty of Judg- 
ing in doubtful Points of Controverſie which we do as ro Matters that 
immediately concern their Salvation, . 

VI. No pretence of Infallibility or Authority can take away that 


Right of Judging, which was allowed them by the Apoſtles, whoſe 
Authority was Infallible. | 


VII. This 


* 
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VII. This Right of Judging doth not exclude the Churches due Au- 
thority as to Matters of Faith and Controverſies of Religion, (as it is 
Jeclared Art. 20. of our Church) but all that we now plead for, is 
(not any Authority as to others) but a Right of Judging as to them- 
ſelves, in Matters that concern their Salvation. 1 

VIII. The Certainty of Faith, as to them, depends upon two Things; 
1. The Clearneſs of Scripture about them, which implies the Certainty 
of Reaſon, 2. The Promiſe of Divine Aſſiſtance which makes their 
Faith Divine, both as to its Principle, its Ground, and its Effect. 


But I have not yet ende his Objections about our Rule of Faith; For 


VI. He objects, That we cannot neceſſarily reſolve our Faith into the Third Letter, 
Writings of the Apoſiles onely, What is the meaning that we cannot neceſ- Page, 34. 


 ſorily reſolve it? I think we mult Reſolve it into a Written Rule, till 
we ſee another proved. 1— 


Did the Apoſtles when they went to convert the World, go with Books in 
their Hands, or Words in their Mouths ? Doubtleſs, with Words in their 
Mouths, Or were thoſe Words a jot leſs Sacred, when they came from their 
Mouths, than when they put them in a Book? Not one jot. Or laſtly, doth 
any Command from Chriſt appear ta write the Book of Scripture, or any Reve- 
lation beforehand, that it was to be a Rule of Faith to the future Church? 
No ſuch matter; and the Accidental Occaſions of its writing at fir, and its 
Acceptation afterwards bar any ſuch pretences. On the other fide, their grand 
Conmiſſion was not ſcribite, but onely predicate Evangelium. 

I have given an Account ſo lately of the Reaſons and Occaſions of 
writing the Goſpels and Epiſtles of the New Teſtament, that I need 
onely here to give theſe general Anſwers 


I. Whatſoever was done as to the Writing the Books of the New , . 
Teſtament, was done by the immediate Direction and Appointment 90, 20. * 
of the Holy Ghoſt. | 3 | 5 

II. The Reaſon given, by the Writers of the Goſpels themſelves, 
is, that Matters of Faith might be delivered with the greateſt Cer- 
tainty. | 8 5 
III. Thoſe Writings were not intended onely for the Benefit of the 
Church then being, but for future Ages; and thence,the Books of Scri- 
pture were ſo received and eſteemed in the Primitive Churches. 

IV. The moſt Antient Writers of the Chriſtian Church aſſure us, 
that the Apoſtles wrote the ſame Doctrine they taught, and for that 
purpoſe, that they might be 4 Pillar and Foundation of 8 

V. The moſt certain way we now have to know What Doctrine the 
Apoſtles taught is by their Writings; ſince they taught and wrote the 
ſame Doctrine; and we are certain we have the Doctrine they wrote, 
but we have no other Way to be certain what Doctrine they taught. 

VII. He objects, That the Queſtion being put concerning the New Teſta- 75 Lecter 
ment*s containing all Divine Revelations of Chriſt and his Apoſtles, I Cave p. 38. 39, 40 


20 direct Anſwer, but ſhuffled it off to Matters neceſſary to Salvation. The 


ſetting out of this is the Subject of ſome pages. To which I give an 
eaſie Anſwer. X | 


* 


The 


. 
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The Queſtion concerning the New Teſtament containing All the 
Divine Revelations of Chriſt and his Apoſtles, may be taken in tw, 
Senſes. | 


1. As relating to the entire Object of Faith; and fo the Anſwer was 
moſt direct and plain, to the ſecond Queſtion, © That the Rule, where. 
ce by we hold all the ſame Doctrine, that was taught by Chriſt and his 


Abpoſtles, is by the Divine Revelations contained in the Writings of 


„the New Teſtament: For ſince we believe all that is there, and 
nothing but what is there, that muſt contain the Entire Obje& of our 
Faith. And the word Al muſt relate to that. 

2. As to all thoſe things which particular Perſons are bound to be. 
lieve, as contained therein; and ſo the Queſtion being put, about the 
Univerſal Teſtimony to aſſure us, i. e. all particular Chriſtians, That the 


| New Teſtament contained all the Divine Revelations of Chriſt and his Apoſtles: 
My Anſwer was direct and appoſite to this Senſe, viz. that the Univer. 
fal Teſtimony of the Chriſtian Church, as to the Book of Scripture, 


and Doctrine therein contained, is a ſufficient Ground to make us cer- 


_ tain, 2. e. all particular Perſons, of all Matters neceſſary to our Salya- 


Second Letter, 
P. 17, 


tion. So that the Subſtance of my Anſwer lies in thſe three things, 


I. That all our Faith is contained in Scripture ; and thereby we hold 
all the Doctrine taught by Chriſt and his Apoſtles. | 

IL That although all particular Perſons may not reach to the entire 
Object of Faith contained in Scripture, yet they had hereby a Certainty, 
as to all Matters neceſſary to their Salvation. oe 

III. That the Ground of Certainty as to both theſe, was the Univer- 


ſal Teſtimony of the Chriſtian Church, concerning the Books of Scri- 


pture, and the DoCtrine contained therein. 


The Words of my Letter are, We are to conſider, that the Scri- 
* pture being our ſole and entire Rule of Faith, all Matters neceſſary 


to Salvation, muſt be ſuppoſed to be contained therein; and there- 


« fore the ſame Teſtimony, which delivers the Scripture to us, doth 
« deliver all the neceſſary Articles as contained therein. Which are 
there received as in the Lump; and if we receive the Book which 


“ contains all, we muſt by the ſame Authority receive all contained 


« init. As if a Purſe be left to a Man by his Father's Will, full of Gold 
and Silver, and this by the Executors be declared to contain all the 
« Gold and Silver his Father left him, they who deliver rhis Purſe to 


him from the Executors, do certainly deliver to him all the Gold 


* and Silver left him by his Father. But if he ſuſpects there was both 
Gold and Silver left him by his Father, which was not in that Purſe, 
then he muſt call in Queſtion the Integrity of the Executors, who de- 
„ clared that all was contained therein. This is now the Caſe of the 
Chriſtian Church, as to all Divine Truths which reſpe& Mens Sal- 
vation; the Primitive Church, who anſwer to the Executors in the 
other Caſe, did unanimouſly declare that all ſuch Truths were 
undoubtedly contained in the Written Word, Although therefore 
there may be a real Difference in the nature of the Doctrines there- 
in contained, as there is between Gold and Silver, yet he that re- 


„ Salvatiqp, 


FA , 


* ceives all, muſt receive one as well as the other; and the Matters of 
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« Calyation, being of greateſt Moment, they that receive the whole 
« Will of God upon Grounds of Certainty, muſt be affured that thete- 


oh « in they receive all Matters neceſſary to our Salvation 15 
Never was any Purſe fo rifled as this is by J. Serjeant; he examines 
* or only the Coin in it, but the very Strings and Linings of it, He is 
re dreadful Man at ranſacking a Metaghor. He tells me, My Simili- Third Letter, 
bis tude is ſo far from running on four Legs, that it is in many regards lame P. do. 
of on the right (and indeed only) Foot it oug hi to ſtand on; and mhich is 
ad worſe, perhaps againſt my ſelf. The Sum of it amounts to this, that becauſe 
"ur Scripture contains ail, and Proteſtants have Scripture, therefore they have 
all, A ſtrange kind of Diſcourſe ! As if, becauſe they have it in a Book, 
he. therefore they have it in their Minds and Souls, in which, and no where elſe 
the Faith is to reſide. 1 . . 12 . 
the But was not the Queſtion put, whether we had All the Points of 
les: Faith which our Saviour taught ? And how.could I anſwer a Queſtion 
er- about Al, but by ſhewing where we had Alg If All the Doctrine of | | 
re Chriſt be there, we muſt be certain we have All, if we have the Scri- 1 
Roy pture which contains All. For I profeſs to believe every thing there, 
va. and nothing as a Point of Faith but what is there. We do not pre- 
tend, that it is enough for Perſons to ſay, their Faith is in ſuch a 
Book; but we grant that they ought to read and ſearch, and actually 
Md believe whatever they find in that Book ; but ſtill all Points are not | 
_ equally neceſſary to all Perſons that are therein contained, but all ſuch il 
ire © as are neceſſary to Salvation, lie there open to the Capacities of all who | 
ty, deſire to know them. PE re We de | 
Now this is one of the things J. Serjeant finds fault with this Simi- 
er- litude of a Purſe for, viz. That People think it is an eaſy thing to open, 
"ris and as eaſy to come at the Senſe of Seripture, as to take Money out of a Purſe: 
"Tis bat plucking the Strings, and the Deed is done. And is this any Diſ- 
paragement to a Rule of Faith to be plain and eaſy ? If it were not 
Tie ſo, it could not be a Rule of Faith for all Perſons. We do not lay, 
ry that any Perſon by opening the Scriptures, may preſently attain to 
re- the certain Senſe of all Places of Scripture ; but that which I aſſert, 
2th is, That no Man who ſets himſelf to read and conſider the Scriptures 
are as he ought, and prays for Wiſdom from God, ſhall miſs of knowing 
ich all things neceſſary to his Salvation. But Mr. Serjeant is for mend- 
ed ing the Similitude, and truly he doth it after an extraordinary man- 
old ner. He will allow the Scriptures to be a Purſe, provided the Purſe's Mouth 
he were tied up with a Knot of ſuch a myſterious Contrivance, that none could # 
0 open it but thoſe who knew the Mind of the Bequeather ; and that the Church, | 
old to which it was left as a Legacy, had Knowledge of his Mind, and ſo could 1 
2th open it, whilſt others only perplexed themſelves more while they went about g 
1 it. ts | | ? , 7 
de- The Point then between us is, whether the Scripture were left one- G 
the ly to the Church to interpret it to the People in all Points; or whe- ; 
al- ther it were intended for the general Good of the whole Church, ſo 6 
the as thereby to direct themſelves in their Way to Heaven; and conſe- f 
ere quently, whether it may not be opened and underſtood by all Perſons j 
ore in Matters that are neceſſary ro their Salvation. | . 7 q 
re- One would think by the Church of Rome's Management of the Scri- a 
re- pture, keeping it ſo much out of the Peoples Hands, and talking ſo 9 
; of much of the Danger and Miſchief that comes by it, that they did 9 
5 : | . eſteem | 
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eſteem it juſt as the old Romans did the Sybilline Oracles, which wer, 
to be kept up from the View of the People, and only to be conſulted 
in Caſes of great Difficulty, and no farther Queſtions were to be asked 
but what the Keepers of them declared to be their Meaning, was tg 
be ſo received without any farther Examination. And this is the Senſe 
of the Politicians of that Church concerning the Scripture, 

But when they have written like.Divi#es, and have been driven t 
ſtate the Controverſie truly, _ have been forced to ſuch-Conceſſions 
as have overthrown the Political Hypotheſis. For, 


I. They cannot deny that the Scripture was deſigned to be a certain 

Bell, de verbo and infallible Rule of Faith to all. This Bellarmine proves in the be- 
Dei, l. 1. 2. pinning of his Controverſies; where he ſhews at large, That the Law 
was the Rule in the Old Teſtament. To the Law and to the Teftimun, 

Bleſſed are they that ſearch thy Commandments, &c. That in the New 

Teſtament Chriſt proves his Doctrine by the Scriptures, and refers the 

Phariſees to the Scriptures, and confuted the Sadducees out of them, 

That the Apoſtles direct Chriſtians to honour, and eſteem, and to re. 

ly upon them. And then he proves, that a-Rule of Faith muſt be 

certain and known; and for the Scriptures, he faith, Nihil eft notiu, 

nihil certius; 1 more known, nothing more certain. How 

can this be, if there be ſuch myſtical Knots which tye it together, that 

none but the Church-Guides can unlooſe ?' How can this then ever be ſo 

known, as to be à Rule of Faith to the People? And not meerly ; 

Rule, but a moſt certain and ſafe Rule, Which is the greateſt Nonſenſe 

in the World, if it cannot be underſtood by thoſe who are to make 


it their Rule. They may as well ſay, That Algebra was a Rule err 

=> Maſons and Carpenters, and a Jacob's Staff for a Taylor's Mea- mi 

ure. | ita 

But Mr. Serjeant hath beaten his Brains ſo long about Rules and WW tr. 

Ralers, and that which is ruled and regulated by them. that we muſt mi 

not expect that he ſhould be tied down to Cardinal Bellarmine's No- tl 

tions; and therefore I muſt conſider what he faith, after above twen- th 

ty Years hard Labour about theſe things. | er 

Third Letter, He tells me plainly, I quite miſtake the Meaning of the Word Rule, For R 

p. Br, (faith he) it ſpeaks Rectitude. No doubt a right Rule doth. But fill Ye 

” 1 miſtake his Meaning. How ſo ? There muſt be a Rectitude in the le 

Rule. That is not it. What then? It muſt be evident Rectitude, i. e. 01 

Evident to be right, Not ſo. I hope we ſhall come at it at laſt. I. at 

is ſuch an evident Reftitude as preſerves thoſe who regulate themſelves by it a] 

from Obliquity or Deviation, that is, in our Caſe, from Error, And is this P 

che wonderful Myſtery ? There wants but one Word to make it paſt Ti 

l Diſpute, viz. who ffeftualy regulate themſelves by it, For Regulating b 
| is an ambiguous Word, and may be taken either, 1. For what a Man t 
takes and profeſſes to be his Rule, which he is to act by; ſo a Cicero. 0 


| nian regulates himſelf by Cicero, i. e. He declares his Manner of Speech 
| to be the Rule he orders his Speech by. And yet it is very poſſible 
that ſuch a Man may uſe Phraſes which are not Ciceros, for want of 
| ſufficient Skill and Care. 2. For what he doth in Conformity to his 
N Rule. And fo he doth regulate himſelf by Cicero, who doth not in the 
| leaſt ſwerve from his Manner of Speaking. But Cicero is the Rule to 
| both theſe. And fo the Queſtion here comes to this, Whether that 
| can be ſaid to be a true Intellectual Rule, which Men through their 
| | | CW 


1 Certainty of FAIT 3 


— 
1 * - © : 


wn Default, and not through any Defe& in the Rule, may deviate 
com? If a Rule be in it felt certain, and be certainly received for a 
Rule, that is ſurely enough to make it a Rule to a Man; hut it is 
nor neceſſary to the Being of a Rule, that a Man can never deviate 
from it by his own Fault. For, there is no Intellectual Rule can be 
aſſigned, but it is poſſible for a free Agent to deviate from; although 
he do ar the ſame time profeſs it to be his Rule, Do not all Chritti- 
ans agree the Commands of Chriſt to be an Infallible Rule of Life? 
And J. Serjeant by his admirable Logick will either prove this not to 
be a Rule, or that 1t 1s impoſſible for Men to ſt11. Por, faith he, 4 
Rule ſpeaks Rectitude, and that ſuch au evident one as preſerves thoſe who 
regulate themſelves by it from Obliquit) or Deviation, Yes, ſaith he, this 
is very plain, thoſe who regulate themſelves by Chriſt's Rule, cannot 
fn: Tgrant it, thoſe who do effeQually regulate themſelves by it; but 
others may profeſs this to be their Rule, and the molt infallible Rule 
of Life, and yet through their owr: Fault may deviate from it. So here 
Perſons may own the Scripture to be a molt certain and infallible Rule 
25 to Truth and Falſhood ; and they are ſure while they effectually 
rezulate themſelves by it, they can never err; but while oo 
profeſs to do it, they may. So that all Mr. Serjeant's Subtil- 
ty vaniſhes into a nothing, by fo plain and eaſy a Diſtinction. There- 
fore I am ſtill of the mind, that a Rule of Faith is that whereby we 


are to judge what we are bound to believe as to Divine Revelations: 


No, ſaith J. Serjeant J ought to have ſaid, It ig that by which, while we 
follow it, we ſhall be abſolutely ſecured from erring in Faith. This follows 
frem the ReZitude of the Rule, that while Men keep to it, they cannot 
err; but it doth not follow from the Nature of the Rule, that Men 
mult neceffarily follow it. For is it poſſible for Men to miſunder- 
ſtand a Certain Rule or not? z.e. ſuch a Rule which if they 


truly follow, they ſhall be ſecured from Erring : If not, then the Rule 


muit be plain and evident to all Capacities, to fuch a degree, that 
they cannot fail in judging by it. If it be poſſible, then, although 
the Rule be in it ſelf certain and infallible, yet it is poſſible for Men to 
err through ſuch a Miſtake ; and while they think they follow the 
Rule, they may run into Error, And it is ſtrange to me that Mr. 
derjeant in all this time hath not diſcerned the Fallacy that hath miſ- 


led him, If it hath really miſled him, and not been ſet up by him, 


on purpoſe to confound and confute Hereticks, as he tells the Cardinals 
at Rome, But one of that number hath fully proved, as I have ſhewed 


already, that the Scripture was intended for a Rule of Faith to the 


People; and then it follows from J. Serjeant himſelf, that while they 
regulate themſelves by 1t, they can never err. What Reaſon then can 


be given, why ſuch a Rule of Faith ſhould be kept from them? And 


the Purſe ſhould be tied up with ſo many myſterious Knots, which are 
utterly inconſiſtent with the Notion of a Rule of Faith. 

II. They grant, That there is a great difference in the Points con- 
tained in Scripture ; of which ſome are allowed to be [imply neceſſary 
'0 Salvation, as thoſe which are required to Baptiſm ; and Bellarmine 
yields, That all theſe Points are certain) contained in Scripture, and were 
the things which the Apoſtles conſtantly preached to all People : Who cannot 
be denied to have been capable of underſtanding theſe things, when 
they heard them preached ; and how could they loſe the Capacity of 
underſtanding them when they were written? And if they might 

M m m ſtill 


Bell. de verbo 
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{till Underſtand them, then the Scripture hath no ſuch My#erious Rot. 
but all Points neceſſary to Salvation may be underſtood by the People 
So that as to theſe Points of greateſt Importance, the Scripture muſt he 
left as a Legacy to all Chriſtians, and not onely to the Guides of the 
Church. | 


But J. Serjeant crives leave to Explain himſelf; and ic is great pity 


Third Letter, to deny it him. Miſtake me not, faith he, I do not mean Scriptures Leiter 


p. 44. 


page 48. 


is not clear in ſuch Paſſages as concern Morality, or the X. Commandments: 
nor in Matters of Fact, as the Marks or Signs of the Meſfi.zs foretold by the 
Prophets; (Methinks the Myſterious Rxots ſhould have been about Pro. 
phecies,) nor in Parables explained by himſelf and ſuch like; but in Dogmati: 
cal Points or Tenets, which are Spiritual, and oftentimes profound Myfteries, 
as a Trinity, Chriſt's God. head, the Real Preſence of his Body in the Sucri- 
ment, ad ſuch like; and in ſuch as theſe our Rule is not intelligible enough is 
keep the Followers of it from Erring. I Anſwer, Either the Apoſtles 


Preached theſe Points to all Perſons as zeceſſary to their Salvation, or 


they did not. If not, how come they to be neceſſary to be believed 
now? Ifthey did, then the People were capable of Underſtanding them 
when they heard them, and therefore may as well underſtand them 
when they read them. I do not mean the Manner as to the Trinity and 
Incarnation (as to Tranſubſtantiation, I know nothing in Scripture about 
it either as to Thing or Manner) but the Revelation of ſuch a Doctrine. 
So that if theſe Points be owned to be neceſſary to Salvation, they muſt 


be ſo plain that Men may underſtand their Duty to believe them. 


For, that is the Bound I keep my {elf within, that all things Necel- 
ſary to Salvation, are fo plain, that we may be certain of our Duty 


to believe them ; but it not, we may Err without Prejudice to our 
Salvation. | 


Mr. Serjeant asks what I mean by all things neceſſary to Salvation, No. 


thing but what all others do mean by it. Did Chriſt (faith he) reach 
any unneceſſary Points? Alas for him! But are all Points taught by 
Chriſt, or written in Scripture, equally neceſſary to the Salvation of 
all People? No, he faith preſently after, That he will grant that fewer 
means than the Knowledge of all Chriſt taught, may ſuffice for the Salvation of 
ſome particular Perſons. Very well; now I hope he will make ſome— 
thing of the main buſineſs in hand, viz, To prove that Abſolute 
Certainty of all that Chriſt Taught, is Neceſſary to Mens Salvation, 
when he grants that ſome may be Saved, without ſo much as Kyon- 
ing all that Chriſt Taught. To what purpoſe was all this Heat about 
the Certainty of our Faith, as to all that Chriſt Taught, if at laſt ſome 
may be Saved without ſo much as Knowing it? How doth Mr. Ser jean: 
prove, That thoſe ſome are onely the Ignorant People in the Church 
of Rome; but that all Ours are tied to no leſs than Infallible Certainty 
of all that Chriſt Taught. He would have done well, to have proved 
ſuch a Privilege for Ignorance to have been limited to their Commu- 
nion; and that no Claim can be allowed as to the Circumſtances o 
any other particular Perſons. Some few (he ſaith again) may be Saves 
without Knowledze of ſuch and ſuch Points, ſlender Motives being enough fot 


their Circamitances, I thank Mr. Serjeant for this. It ſeems that Point 


as to Salvation is gained, unleſs particular Perſons among us can be 
proved to be none of theſe few. But where: ever they are, it ſeems 
they may be Saved; but I hope, not without True and Saving Faith; 
whence it follows, that ſuch Faith hath no neceſſary Relation to rhetc 


high 


"of. the Cay Fa FI T T E "+ * 


high "oh Points; and here is no need of Tafallible Gertafhey, @ as to them.” 
_ of all Chriſt Taught,” One of theſe high Points, is that of Tranſubſan-. . 
/ation; too high for me and Thouſands and Millions beſides, ever to 


4 
apprehend, let us do our utmoſt ; nay we cannot apprehend - (ſuch | 
is our Dulneſs) that we can have any Certainty, as to Senſe or 
Reaſon, if we hold it. We ligpe therèefogz R Sergeant will enld 
his Number, and not talk oneſſꝶ of ſeme Fu hat ay he” Saved i: C : 
out the Knowledge of ſuch deep 1 8 0 Wi e to be ad- 3 
mitted into his Number, for truly our Capac can never be ſtretched . 
ſo far, as to comprehend os Poſhbiliry of fs” Tkanſubſtantiation. Sap. 0 7 
poſe our Motives be ſlender, 5 ey are inch amore us to 78 degree, * 1 
that we cannot overcome t = Re ucancieaſtS8n 99 ae and 8 
Revelation, and Tradition againſt it. Be © | , Wed ns 


But Mr. Ser jeant brings himſelfoff with 48 1 2 ahi hos 
not 272 ary. for every particular Perſon, Jet 2 
1545 the C _ whoſe P opts are t0 nw 


Church? For ane, The Peine of e FR very 2 . 
ithout be- 8 
hong. it yer I cannot underſtand how guy Fob he 1. — 2 to be 1 


t to 1 ahead A bY F. My 759 I A hin na, 
not reach to this, = therefore I hope 1 ay. be extuſed; 00 | 
on words, my mind is not capable of 
Conſiderations; 1 do flot believe ther ; any Au 
«dying, or falling ſhort: of their fu f 4s 2romth 55 migh | ents 
ful Paſtarage of the Church, as J. e e N it: cies 40 
not believe Tranſabſtanti arion, Or any ſuch deep Points. 1 8 Dat 

But ſtill we have uo Abſolute Gkrtaini) of our, theft Fundamentals. N? 
We affirm the Contrary; arid from Abſolutely Certain Groungs. * It is 
Abſolutely Certain, that whatever God Reyeals ig true, and ought'to. 
be believed by us. Amld we axe as abſolutely Certain, as Sri tute and 
Reaſon can make us, that God hath Reveals l the F undame als of dur 
Faith, But there is Experience to the Contra 9. What Experience er 
we are hot Certain? We affirm that we art; and who, can tell hol ? 2 
How comes Mr. Serjeant to know We are not. Certain, when we' fy K 
we are? But all ane nat, as Socimians, &c. What are they toy 
; Are not we. certain, hecauſe ſome are NOt Certain 20 What p 1 ;ful "44 5 
ſoning is this? Is Mr. Ser jeant Certain of his J E Tallible S Certain- . 
ty, Oral Tradition Huy ao I ask fach a Queſt io, 2 For very go 
becauſe there are ſome not Certain of it; andt ehen io his o 
but cry. out upon it; as Fallible, - Fallacious, Dang dus, ane 
ſtructive of Faith, and leading to Atheiſm. From whence 
on Mr. Serjeunt 8 Principles, that he cannot be Certain himſelf, becaule 
others are not. N ay, 11 U impoſſible he ſhould have any Certainty on i Py 
his own e Grounds. For he can have no Rule of Certainty, as I ſhall 
evidently prove from his own Words. A Rule muſt have Abſolate Cer- 
Minty ; Ann there cannot be here Perſons are left un- 
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{till Underſtand them, then the Scripture hath no ſuch My#erious Nn 


— — —— — Peet: ene 


they may be Saved ; but T hope, not without 'I'rue and Saving Faith, 


whence it follows, that ſuch Faith hath no neceſſary Relation to these 


high 


but all Points neceſſary to Salvation may be underſtood by the People of a) 
So that as to theſe Points of greateſt Importance, the Scripture muſt he tat! 
left as a Legacy to all Chriſtians, and not onely to the Guides of the app! 
Church. is 0 
0 But J. Ser jeant craves leave to Explain himſelf; and ic is great pit Rea 
0 Third Letter, tO deny it him. Miſl ale me noi 5 faith he, I do not mean Scriptures Letter his 
ll p. 44. is not clear in ſuch Paſſages as concern Morality, or the X. Commandments: out 
| | nor in Matters of Fact, as the Marks or Signs of the Meſfi.zs foretold by the mit 
l Prophets; (Methinks the Myſterious Knots ſhould have been about Pre. ſo f 
| phecies,) nor in Parables explained by himſelf and ſuch like; but in Doomati. pose 
| cal Points or Tenets, which are Spiritual, and oftentimes profound Myfteries, tha 
| as a Trinity, Chriſt's God-head, the Real Preſence of his Body in the Sacri. Re 
ment, and ſuch like; and in ſuch as theſe our Rule is not intellizible enough ib 1 
i keep the Followers of it from Erring. I Anſwer, Either the Apoſtles 705 
| Preached theſe Points to all Perſons as zeceſſary to their Salvation, or Bos 
| they did not. It not, how come they to be zeceſſary to be believed ply 
l now? If they did, then the People were capable of Underſtanding them "y 
| when they heard them, and therefore may as well underſtand them acc 
l when they read them. I do not mean the Manner as to the Trinity and the 
|! Incarnation (as to Tranſubſtantiation, I know nothing in Scripture about Ch 
| it either as to Thing or Manner) but the Revelation of ſuch a Doctrine. det 
ll So that if theſe Points be owned to be neceſſar) to Salvation, they mult lie 
be ſo plain that Men may underſtand their Duty to belleve them. N. 

For, that is the Bound I keep my ſelf within, that all things Neceſ- J. 

ſary to Salvation, are ſo plain, that we may be certain of our Duty 10 

to believe them; but if not, we may Err without Prejudice to our Ch 

Salvation. ne 

Page a8: Mir. Serjeant asks what I mea by all things neceſſary to Salvation. No. O\ 

thing but what all others do mean by it. Did Chriſt (faith he) teach Ce 

any unneceſſary Points? Alas for him! But are all Points taught by a) 

Chriſt, or written in Scripture, equally neceſſary to the Salvation of e 

all People? No, he faith preſently after, That he will grant that fewer ne 

means than the Knowledge of all Chriſt taught, may ſuffice for the Salvation o 

ſome particular Perſons. Very well; now I hope he will make ſome— V 

thing of the main buſineſs in hand, vis, To prove that Abſolute A 

Certainty of all thar Chriſt Taught, is Neceſſary to Mens Salvation, b 

when he grants that ſome may be Saved, without fo much as Mon- R 

ing all that Chriſt Taught, To what purpoſe was all this Heat about 5 

the Certainty of our Faith, as to all that Chriſt Taught, if at laſt ſome y 

may be Saved without ſo much as Knowing it? How doth Mr. Ser jean | 

prove, That thoſe ſome are onely the Ignorant People in the Church V 

of Rome; but that all Ours are tied to no leſs than Infallible Certainty 4 

of all that Chriſt Taught. He would have done well, to have proved f 

ſuch a Privilege for Ignorance to have been limited to their Commu- L 

nion; and that no Claim can be allowed as to the Circumſtances ot l 

any other particular Perſons. Some few (he ſaith again) may be Saves { 

without Kpowledze of ſuch and ſuch Points, ſlender Motives being enough fon 

their Circumſtances. I thank Mr. Serjeant for this. It ſeems that Point a 

as to Salvation is gained, unleſs particular Perſons among us can be ; 

proved to be none of theſe few. But where-ever they are, it ſeemò | 


& 
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hich Points; and there is no need of Infallible Certainty, as to them, 
oba Chriſt Taught, One of theſe high Points, is that of Tranſubſtan- 
tuation; too high for me and Thouſands and Millions beſides, ever to 
apprehend, let us do our utmoſt; nay we cannot apprehend (ſuch 
s our Dulneſs) that we can have any Certainty, as to Senſe or 
Reaſon, if we hold it. We hope therefote J. Serjeant will enlarge 
his Number, and not talk onely. of ſome 7 that may be Saved with- 
out the Knowledge of ſuch deep Myſteries; we deſire to be ad- | 
mitted into his Number, for truly our Capacities can never be ſtretched «. 
ſo far, as to comprehend the Poſſibility of Tranſubſtantiation. Sup- - * 
poſe our Motives be ſlender, yet they are ſuch as move us to that degree, 
that we cannot overcome the Reluctancieg gt Senſe;.and Reaſon, and 
Revelation, and Tradition againſt it. 4 A 3 T.. 
But Mr. Serjeant brings himſelf off with Nh; Though all Points are 
not neceſſary for every particular Perſon, yet all of them ere webeſſar y the FAD 
Body of the Church, whoſe Paſtors are to Inſtrutt their Children in them, aud ap- 
ply the Efficacy of them to their Souls, as their Capacities admit, and Exigencies 
require, It ſeems ſtil! they are not Neceſſary to particular Perſons, hut 
according to their Capacities and Exigencies, but they are tothe Bodygof 


the Church. But how came they to be Neceſſary to the Body of the 


Church? For Inſtance, The Point of Tranſubſtantiation is a ver 
deep Point; and although particular Perſons may be Saved without be- 1 
lieving it, yet I cannot underſtand how this deep Point comes to be ; 
Neceſſary, in any Reſpect, for the Body of the Church. I hope ' 


J. Serjeant will not deny this to be one of his Neceffary Church-Points : 
Let him then ſhew, how it comes to be ſo Neceſſary for the Paſtors of the | 
Church to Inſtruct their Children in it. My Capacity, I aſſure him, will 1 
not reach to this, and therefore I hope 1 may be excuſed; ànd in his page 49! 
own words, my mind 1s not capable of being cultivated by ſuch elevating | 
Conſiderations, I do fot believe there is any ſuch danger of the Flocks 
dying, or falling ſhort of their fall zromth they might have bag in the Plenti- 
ful Paſturage of the Church, as J. Serjeant elegantly ſpeaks, if they do - 
not believe Tranſubſtantiation, or any ſuch deep Points, oy 
But ſtill we have uo Abſolute Crtaint of our higheſt Fundamentals. No? 
We affirm the Contrary ; and from Abſolutely Certain Grounds. It is 5 
Abſolutely Certain, that whatever God Reveals is true, and ought to | 


be believed by us. And weare as abſolutely Certain, as Scriptute and 


+ 
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Reaſon can make us, that God hath Revealed the F undamefitals of our 
Faith, Bat there is Experience to the Contrary... What Experience? That 
we are hot Certain? We affirm that we are; and who can tell heſt? 
How comes Mr. Serjeaut to know we are not Certain, when we ſay 
we ate? But all are not, as Socini ans, &c. What are they to us? 
Are not we certain, becauſe ſome are not Certain? What pitiful Rea- 
ſoning is this? Is Mr. Ser jeant Certain of his Iafallible Ground of Certain- 
ty, Oral Tradition & Hy do I ask ſuch a Queſtion? For very gogd Reaſon; 
becauſe there are ſome not Certain of it; and even in his o M Church ; 
but cry out upon it; as Fallible, Fallacious, Dangerous, and De- 
ſtructive of Faith, and leading to Atheiſm. From whence it follows, - 
on Mr. Serjeant's Principles, that he cannot be Certain himſelf, becauſe 
others are not. Nay, it is impoſſible he ſhould have any Certainty on 
his own Grounds: For he can have no Rule of Certainty, as I ſhall 
evidently prove from his own Words. A Rule muſt have Abſolute Cer- 
aint); Abſolute Certainty there cannot be where Perſons are left un- 
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Third Leter. 
Page, 50. 5 


Page 51: 
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certain; but there are many in the Church of Rome, that not onely 
doubt of his Rule of Infallible Certainty, but utterly deny it, and dif. 
pute againſt it. How is it then poſſible for him to be certain of it on 
his own Grounds ? 
x Hoc it is time to proceed to another Objection againſt our Rule gf 

alitn, 1 ö 8 | | 

VIII. J. Serjeant faith, We can be no more certain of our Rule, than we 
are of the Truth of the Letter of Scripture ; but we cannot be certain we 
have the right Letter, unleſs we have a right Tranſlation, and that muſt be 
from a true Copy: No Copy can be true, unleſs conformable to the Original 
and if there be any Failure in any of - theſe,” nay, if we have not abſolute 
Certainty of all theſe, we cannot have any abſolute Certainty of our Faith, 

This Objection thoſe, ofthe: Church of Rome, who believe Scripture 
to he a Rule of Faith, (though not the complete) are concerned to 
anſwer as well as we. For, the Matters of Faith contained in Scri- 
pture are convey'd to their Minds after the ſame manner. But Mr. 
Serjeant ſaith, Their Caſe is different from ours. Do not they make the 
vulgar Tranſlation authentick ? And will not the ſame ObjeQtions then lie 
againſt all thoſe who rely upon it? Let us ſee how J. Serjeant clears 
this Matter: 1. The Canon of the Books comes dows, faith he, by the Te- 
ſtimony of all Chriſtian Churches, that are truly Chriſtian. And we ſay, 
the Canon of the Books comes down by the concurrent Teſtimony of 
all Chriſtian Churches, however differing in other things. And 


4 


herein, I think, we have much the Advantage: For, we do not ex- 


cept againſt, the Teſtimony of any Chriſtian Churches, nor condemn 


them as not truly Chriſtian, till their Cauſe be better heard and ex- 
amin'd. 2. The Doctrine of Chriſt, faith he, transfuſed into the Hearts 
of the Faithful, both taught them how, and obliged them to correct the Copy 


Terms to expoſe the Scriptures to the Scorn and Contempt of Atheiſts 
and Infidels? Who would deſire no better a Conceſſion than this, that 
the Scripture hath been corrected in Matters of Faith, according to 


in thoſe particular Texts that concerned Faith. What is this, but in plain 


the Faith of the Church, If this be granted, it is impoſſible to prove 


that we have any true Original Texts, in Matters of Faith: For if the 
Church did correct the Copy in thoſe particular Texts, which con. 
cerned Faith, accaxding to the Senſe of the Faithful, then the Church 
in every Age might fo. correct it: And conſequently we can never be 
ſure, that the Texts continue the ſame for any two Ages together, 


- unleſs it be firſt proved impoſſible for the Senſe of the Church to varv 


in any two Ages, or of thoſe who think themſelves bound to correct 
the Texts. And I ſhould be very forry to have my Faith reſt upon 
ſuch a ſlippery Foundation. I will put the Cafe as to the Arian Con- 


troverſj. How was it poſſible for the Nziceze Fathers to have convin- 


ced the Arians on ſuch a Suppoſſtion as this? “ You alledge ſeveral 


+ Texts of Scripture, , might they ſay, to prove the Gad. head 


of Chriſt, and his Equality with the Father; but how then 
% can we know that theſe were Original Texts, and not cor- 
« rected by the Guides of the Church then, according to their own 
“ Senſe? We do not deny that there were ſome leading Men of this 
“Opinion, and having gained a Party to themſelves, they corrected 
« the Texts according to it: And therefore we can never be ſatis- 
* fied that theſe were the Original Texts, becauſe we can bring down 
a Tradition of a contrary Senſe from the Apoſtles times. I do 2 
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le what Satisfaction they could ever receive, if this pernicious Prin- 


ciple be allowed, that the Texts were to be corrected in Matters that 


concern Faith, according to the Senſe of the Church. But he faith it 


is, If any Error, through rhe Careleſneſs, Vaattentiveneſs, or Malice of the 
Tranſlators or Tranſcribers, at an time had crept in. This doth not one 
jot mend the Matter; for if the Faith of the preſent Church be the 
Rule, then the Texts are to be corrected according to it, and the Blame 
to be laid on the Careleſneſs or Malice of Tranſlators and Tranſcribers. 
This is a miſerable Account of the Certainty of Texts of Scripture in 
Points of Faith: As to other Texts of inferiour Concern, as he ſpeaks, 
they could be beſt corrected by Multitudes of other ancient Copies, the Churches 
Care ſtill going along, as was ſhewa in the higheſt manner by the Council 
of Trent, that ſo it might be as et as Human Diligence could well ren- 
der it. As to Multitudes of Copies, they ſerve us as well as them; 
but as to the Care of the Council of Trent, I am by no means fatis- 
fed. For, 1. They went no farther than a Tranſlation, and declared 
that authentick, without due Regard to the Original Text. 2. The 
Care taken was not ſo exact; for then Clemens VIII. did great Inju- 
ry to Situs V. when he recalled and corrected his Bibles in ſo many 

Places, after Sixtus V. had publiſhed his for an exact Edition. 
3. There are ſtill Complaints in the Church of Rome of want of Exact- 
neſs in the vulgar Latin. 4. After all this is but Human Diligence, and 
no ſuch Abſolute Certainty, as J. Serjeant requires from us. 

But it may be, he wilf ſay, That he doth not at all make it his Rule 
of Faith: Let him declare ſo much, and then we know what to an- 
ſwer. This is ſtill putting off. 
ſwer. 35 F 5 

I. We do utterly deny that it is in any Church's Power to cor- 
rect Original Texts, becauſe they contraditts the Senſe of the preſent 

Church; or any Tranſlations, any farther than they differ from 
the Originals. And I do not know any Aſſertion that ſhakes more our 


* 


Faith, as to the Scripture, than this of J. Serjeant doth. 


herefore I will give a diſtin An- 


$22. 


. ; | | * * SAT 4 
II. The early Appeals made to Scripture in Matters of Faith by the 


Writers of the Chriſtian Chi eh, make us certain, chat there could be 
no ſuch Alterations or Corrections of tlie Texts, . according to the Senſe 
of the Correctors. As for Inſtance; We find he Places produced 
againſt the Arians, uſed before againſt the Sa- 
monites, . 


f 5 2 7 * 2 6 
If it be ſaid, They might correct the Fathers too. I anſwer, That there 


farenians and Arte- 


W 


* 


is no imaginable Ground for any ſuch Suſpicion, becauſe the Fathers 


lived in diſtant Places and Countries; and therefore when their Teſti- 
monies agree about ſome Places of Scripture alledged by them, there 


can be no Reaſon to ſuſpe& any Corruption or Alteration of the Text. 


As for Inſtance; no one Text of the whole New Teſtament hath been 


more ſuſpected than that of 1 St. John 5. 7. There are Three that bear 


Record in Heaven, &c. And it cannot be denied, that there have been 


great Variety both in the Greek and Latin Manuſcripts about it; yea, 


there was ſo in St. Jerom's time, as appears by his Preface to the Ca- 
nonical Epiſtles, who charges the leaving it out to the Unfaithfulneſs 


of the Tranſlators. St. Jerom is cried out upon as a Party in this Con- 
troverſy, and therefore it is faid on the other ſide, that he put it in 
as favouring his own Opinion. But his Integrity is vindicated herein, 
becauſe St, Cyprian ſo long before the Arian Controverſy produced this 


S. Cyprian de 
Unit. Epiſt. 


Place, ad Fubai. 
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Place. So that our Certainty as to Scripture doth not depend upon 
the meer Letter, but upon comparing the beſt and moſt anclent 
Copies with the Writings of the Fathers, who ftill made Uſe 
of the Scriptures in all Diſcourſes and Debates about Matters ct 
Faith. „„ | ” 

III. The Parity of Readizzs in Matters that are not of Faith can. 
not hinder our Certainty in Matters of Faith. We do not pretend 
that there is no kind of Variety in the Copies of the New Teſta. 
ment; but I am of Opinion that this rather eſtabliſhes than weakens 
our Faith. For conſidering the great Multitudes of them, and how 
inſignificant they are, it ſhews that this Book was liable to the com. 
mon Accidents of Books; but yet, that there is no ſuch Variety as to 
make one ſuſpect any Fraud or Deſign in the Alterations that appear 
in the Manuſcript Copies, And as to 'Franſjations that have been 
made among us, the People who are not able to examine them by 
the Originals, have no Reaſon to ſuſpect them, as to any Matter of 
Faith; not meerly from the Skill and Integrity of the Perſons, and 
the Care that hath been taken, but becauſe it was fo much the Con- 
cernment of ſome Men to have leſſen d the Credit of our Tranſlati— 
ons as much as was poſſible, and they have not been able to 
produce any thing that might ſhake the Faith of a conſidering 
Man. | . 

If it be ſaid after all, This is but Humag Faith, and not Divine; 
I anſwer, FE hh 15 Ret ol 


4 
* 


IV. We muſt be careful to diſtinguiſh the Certainty of Human 1 | 


Divine Faith in this Matter. We do not pretend that we have an ab- 
ſolute Divine Certainty of things that are only capable of Human 


Certainty; and we do not ſay, that we have onely Human Certain- 


ty of things capable of Divine Certainty. If the > ue be put concern- 
ing the CH jects of Divine Faith,. then we do anſwer, That we have a 
Divine Gertainty of them from, thoſe things which are the proper Evi- 
dence of Divine Revelation. We believe the Doctrine of Chriſt with 


4 Divine Faith, becauſe it was confirmed by Miracles and Prophecies : 


We believe the New Teſtament to be written by the Holy Spirit, 
becauſe the Promiſe of the Spirit was fulfilled upon them, and eſpeci- 
ally ina thing of ſo great Congernment tothe whole Chriſtian Church. 
But if the Queſtion be asked onely concerning a Matter of Fact, as 
whether the Books that bear ſuch Names were written by the Perſons 
whoſe Names they bear, then I can have no greater Certainty than 
belongs to a Matter of Fact; but then ir is fo circumſtantiated, that 


I have a greater and more abſolute Certainty as to this,. than any other | 


Matter of Fact which wants the Proofs that this hath. And if as to 
Books, and Copies, and Tranſlations, we have as high a Certainty as 
the thing is capable of, it is Madneſs to expect and require more. For 
where there is but a Human Teſtimony, there cannot be the Certainty 
of Divine Faith, which muſt not only have a Divine Object, but mult 
reſt on a Divine Teſtimony ; but where the Teſtimony is Human, the 
Certainty muſt be ſuch as relates to the higheſt of that kind. But 
ſtill, fuch a Faith may have abſolute Certainty of its kind; and altho' 
in regard of its Teſtimony it be Human Faith, yet in regard both oi 
its OH ect, its inward Cauſe, and its Effects, it may be truly called Di- 
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IX. The laſt Objection is, concerning the Number of Canonical Books, Third Letter, 
Pray jatisfie 11s (faith Mr. Serjeaut) about thts exact Number of Books, and P. 58. 
bow many will juſt jerve turn, One would think by his Objections, J. 
Serjeant were preparing Matter for the Critical Hrffory of the New Teſt a- 
meat, he ſeems ſo concerned to leſſen the Authority of ir. But I ſhall 
anſwer the Objections he offers. 


1. There may have been Books loft that were written by Perjons atuinely page 56 
inſoir'd, and we have no unanimous Caſeat of the Chriſtian Church, that 5 
there 15 none loſt ; and thoſe Books mizh: contain Matters aiherent from, or 
to be ſuperadded to the Canon we hive mow; and without this, we can hate 
no Certainty, that the Books we have now, contained all the Divine Rewve- 
lations, J anſwer, 


I. If we have the unanimous Conſent of the Chriftian Church, that 
we have the Canon of the New Teftament entire, then we have their 
Conſent, that there is no Book, written by Divine Inſpiration, loſt. 
And this appears by the Conteſt in the IVth Century, about the juſt 
Number of the Canonical Books. The Churches then differ'd about 
ſome Books not then univerſally receiv'd, as the Apocalypſe in ſome, and 
the Epiſtle to the Hebrews in others: Which ſhews, that the Churches 
were then ſo ſolicitous to preſerve any Books that appear'd to be writ- 
ten by Perſons inſpir'd, that although theſe did then want univerſal 
Conſent, yet they were ſtill kept, and read, and diſpers'd, till upon 
further Examination they came to be univerſally read. It is not there- 
fore 7 the leaſt probable they ſhould ſuffer any Apoſtolical Writings 
to be loſt. | 


II. This is to charge the Chriſtian Church with ſo groſs a Neglect, 
as overthrows the Force of all his Arguments for Tradition : For we 
muſt ſuppoſe an Apoſtolical Writing ſent to ſome Church by Dire- 
ion of the Holy Spirit, and yet that Church be ſo notoriouſly care- 
leſs, as to loſe a Book containing in it many Points of Faith. Now 
I appeal to any one of common Senſe, whether he could truſt their 
Word for Matters of Faith, who could be ſo negligent as to loſe a 
great many Points of Faith at once. And the more ſuch a Book were 
diſperſed, the Argument is {till ſtronger againſt Tradition. Beſides, 
this ſhews the great Inſufficiency of Oral Tradition, if theſe Points 
of Faith are loſt, becauſe ſuch a Book was loſt wherein they were 
contained. If Tradition had been ſo effectual a Means of conveying 
Matters of Faith, it ſhould have appear'd in ſuch a Caſe, viz. in pre- 
ſerving ſuch Matters of Faith, tho? the Books were loſt : But we find 
nothing like this ſo much as pretended, altho' it were much eaſier pre- 


tended rhan proved, 


III. This is to ſuppoſe the Providence of God not to be immediate- 
ly concerned in preſerving Books written by Divine Inſpiration, Mr, 
Serjeant doth really ſuppoſe that Books written by Divine Inſpiration 
may have been loſt, or at leaſt that we cannot prove that they are 
not : But we think it a conliderable Proot that they could not, be- 
cauſe the Divine Providence doth fo immediately concern it ſelf 


in preſerving that which tends ſo much to the Good of his Church. 


If 


406 


07 the Nature and e 


83 
. 


ons as woch 0 Was roi, and 85 Fay 1 


Place. So that our Certainty as to Scripture; doth not YZ 0 upon 

the meer Letter, but upon comparing the heſt and moſt anclent 

Copies with the Writings of the Fathers, Who ſtill made Use 

3 ee Scriptures in all Diſcourſes and Debates about Matters of 
aith. 

III. The Variety of Reading 75 in Matters that are not of Faith Can- 
not hinder our Certainty in Matters of Faith. We do not pretend 
that there is no Kind of Vai ety in the Copies 0. the New Teſta- 
ment; but I am of Opinion' 5.75 this rather eſtabliſhes than weakens 
our Faith. For conſidering the 
inſignificant they ar 5 ng the at tliis Bel was liable to the com- 
mon Accidents of Books 115 yet, that there is a9 ſuch Variety as to 
make one ſuſpect I udor Deſign inthe Alte ations that appear 

he Manuſcript pies, | And as to *Pranfſjatibhs that have been 
made among us, the People he are not able to examine them by 
the Origina s, have no Reaſons ſuſpect then, 40 
Faith ; 3 1 from the Ski 
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402, 


of the Certainty of F A FT. [77 | 


— 


IX. The laſt Objection is, concerning, the Number of Canonical Books. Third Letter, 
Pray jatisfie us (faith Mr, Serjeant) - about this exatt Number of Books, and P. 58. 


how many will juſt jerve turn. One would think by his Objections, J. 
Serjeant were preparing Matter for the Critical Hiſtory of the New Teſta- 
ment, he ſeems ſo concerned to leſſen the Authority of it. Bur I ſhall 
anſwer the Objections he offers. | 


1. There may have been Books Loft that were written by Perſons divinel) page 36. 


inſpir'd, and we have no unanimous Canſent of the Chriſtian Church, that 
there is none loſt ; and thoſe Books mig hi contain Matters different from, or 
to be ſuperadded to the Canon we hive now ; and without this, we can have 
no Certainty, that the Books we have now, contained all the Divine Rede- 
lations, I anſwer, _. | | 


I. If we have the unanimous Conſent of the Chriſtian Church, that 


we have the Canon of the New Teſtament entire, then we have their 


Conſent, that there is no Book, written by Divine Inſpiration, loſt. 
And this appears by the Conteſt in the IVth Century, about the juſt 
Number of the Canonical Books. The Churches then differ'd about 
ſome Books not then univerſally receiv'd, as the 4pocalypſe in ſome, and 
the Epiſtle to the Hebrews in others : Which ſhews, that the Churches 
were then ſo ſolicitous to preſerve any Books that appear'd to be writ- 
ten by Perſons inſpir'd, that although theſe did then want univerſal 
Conſent, yet they were till kept, and read, and diſpers'd, till upon 
further Examination they came to be univerſally read. It is not there- 
N xr the leaſt probable they ſhould ſuffer any Apoſtolical Writings 
to be loſt, | 55 


II. This is to charge the Chriſtian Church with ſo groſs a Neglect, 
as overthrows the Force of all his Arguments for Tradition: For we 
muſt ſuppoſe an A poſtolical Writing ſent to ſome Church by Dire- 
ction of the Holy Spirit, and yet that Church be fo notoriouſly care- 
leſs, as to loſe a Book containing in it many Points of Faith. Now 
I appeal to any one of common Senſe, whether he could truſt their 
Word for Matters of Faith, who could be ſo negligent as to loſe a 
great many Points of Faith at once. And the more ſuch a Book were 
diſperſed, the Argument is ſtill ſtronger againſt Tradition. Beſides, 


this ſhews the great Inſufficiency of Oral Tradition, if theſe Points 


of Faith are loſt, becauſe ſuch a Book was loft wherein they were 
contained, Tf Tradition had been ſo effectual a Means of conveying 
Matters of Faith, it ſhould have appear'd in ſuch a Caſe, viz. in pre- 
ſerving ſuch Matters of Faith, tho? the Books were loſt : But we find 
nothing like this ſo much as pretended, altho it were much eaſier pre- 


tended than proved. 


III. This is to ſuppoſe the Providence of God not to be immediate. 
ly concerned in preſerving Books written by Divine Inſpiration, Mr. 
Serjeant doth really ſuppoſe that Books written by Divine Inſpiration 
may have been loſt, or at leaſt that we cannot prove that they are 
not: But we think it a conſiderable Proof that they could not, be- 
cauſe the Divine Providence doth. ſo immediately concern it ſelf 


If 
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Page 58. 


Mat. 10. 29, without the Providence of God (as our Saviour affirms) is it not very 


If a Hair doth not fall from our Heads, nor a Sparrow fall on the Ground 


unreaſonable to ſuppoſe that a Divine Book, written for the Benefit gf 
the Chriſtian Church, ſhould be wholly loſt? Eſpecially conlidering 
the extraordinary Care the firſt Chriſtians took, in Times of the great- 
eſt Perſecutions, to preſerve the Scriptures; and no force or violence 
could extort them out of their hands. On Mr. Serjeaz!'s Suppolition, 
it was no hard Matter for a Book of Scripture to be loſt, vis. if the ſe. 
veral Books had been committed ro the Cuſtody of ſome Men in Truſt 
for the whole Church; but if we conſider the things as they really were, 


it will appear oy poſſible, For the Books were not kept up at 


firſt in a few hands, but diſperſed abroad in muititudes of Copies, and 
received with mighty Veneration both on the Account of the Authors 
of them, and the Matters contained in them. They were read both in 
Publick and in Private, they heard them in their Aſſemblies, and the 

made them their conitant Impolyment at home ; they were their Rule 
of Life, as well as of Faith. And how is it poſſible to ſuppoſe any 


Book fo received, fo eſteemed, fo diſperſed, ſo conſtantly read, could 


be ſuffer'd to be loſt among Chriſtians ? 3 

If it be Objected, That they were not all ſo eſteemed at firift, as appears by 
Epiſtle to the Hebrews, and therefore might more eaſily he loſt; J Anſwer, 
That however they were not univerſally received at firſt, yet they 
were by thoſe Churches to whom they were written; and among 
them they were not kept up, but mightily diſperſed ; fo that there was 
no way to loſe them, from the firſt ſpreading of them abroad; unles 
we can ſuppoſe ſuch multitudes of Chriſtians to conſpire together to 
ſuppreſs a Book of ſo great Concernment to themſelves. As if Perſons 
who claim an Eftate by virtue of ſome Deeds, ſhould all agree to im- 
bezel them, or any material part of them. Here was no pretence for 
Regiſters and Abridgments, which ſome make uſe of to leſſen the Au- 
thority of the Books of the Old Teſtament ; for here we have the very 
Authentick Writings of the Apoſtles, and their own Epiſtles in their 
own ſtyle and Expreſſions. And ſuppoſing the Churches, to whom 
they were ſent, to have received them as their Writings, and to have 
communicated them to others, as they did, I do not fee, under theſe 


Circumſtances, how a Book, containing Divine Revelations, could 
be loſt. | 


II. He Objects, That the Canon of Scriptare was not entire, but deffci- 


ent for ſome hundreds of years, till the whole Canon was collected and acknow- 


ledged, and therefore ſo long the Church had no Perfect Rule of Faith. 


I Anſwer, 


I. I diſtinguiſh between a Compleat Rule of Faith, and a Compleat 
Canon of Scripture. For, 1tthe Books owned and univerſally received, 
contain in them all Matters of Faith, then the Rule of Faith is Com- 
pleat, although ſome particular Books may be ſtil] in Diſpute. As for 
inſtance, it is certain, that in St. Jerom's Time, the Church of Ko? 
did not receive as Canonical the Epiſtle to the Hebrews ; Had not that 
Church therefore a Compleat Rule of Faith? If God hath fo abun— 


dantly provided for his Church, that there may be a full Revelation of 
all Points of Faith in the reſt, then the diſputing the Authority 05 ach 
an Epiſtle, doth not derogate from the Compleatneſs of the Rule ot 


Faith. 


P 92 298 * 


pleat Rule of Faith, 


. 4 
/ the Certain o FAIT H. 409 


6366 


Faith, For, if they have all Points of Faith, they muſt have 2 Com: 

II. It is no Prejudice to the true Canon of Scripture, that ſome 
articular Books of the New Teitament were for fome time diſputed by 
ſome particular Churches. For, if, it were done without Ground, it 
doth reflect more on thoſe Churches than on thoſe Books; eſpecially 


when thoſe very Churches afterwards received them. And this was 


the Caſue of the Church of Rome, as to the Epiſtle to the Hebrems: 


St. Jerom affirms, That not onely the Greek Churches all received it, but Hieromm. ad 


ul the Ancient Writers did ſo; and not meerly as an Eccleſiaſtical, but as a Dardanum. 


ite thing in the Church 


* 


Canonical Epiſtle. Therefore this muſt be al 


of Rome; and in probability, began upon Wi Novarian Controverſie; 


which Epiſtle was thought too much to fav the Novatian Doctrine; 
8 5 1 + ; oh 
and when that Controverſie did abate, that Epiitle recovered its Authgyety 


in the Church of Rome. But Mr. Serjeant is angry with me, for refl 


# 


2 = Third Letter, 


ing on the Church of Rome for not receiving the Epiſtle to the Hebrews in p. 57. 


d. Jerom's Tyme ; which (he thinks) was an Act of Prudence, antecedent 
to the Judgment or Determination of any Charch, whether Greek or Latine, 
One may ſee by this how well verſed he is in the Canon of Scripture, 
when St. Jerom declares, that not only all the Greek Writers received 
it, but all the Ancient, and that as Canonical. Was here no antecedent 
Judgment of the Church in this Matter ? Doth not the Conſent of all 
Ancient, Writers, even in St. Jerom's Time, make a Judgment of the 
Church? But he adds, That what I,make a heinous Crime in the Church of 
Rome, was 4 commendable Caution in it. That which I ſaid, was, That 
it hence appear'd, that the Church of Rowe was far from being believed 


then to have the Authority of making the Canon of Scripture, or being | 


Infallible in Faith. And what faith J. Sexjeart in Anſwer to this 
Not one Syllable, but runs it off to another thing, F 
ut why do I not as well blame the Greek Churches for not receiving the 
Apocalypſe? They do not pretend to ſuch Authority and Infallibility in 
in this Matter, as the Church of Rowe doth. I do not deny that there 
were ſome Greeks then to blame in rejecting the Apocalypſe, but Bel- 
lirmine faith, they were but few and obſcure Perſons; and he produces 
the Teſtimonies of Juſtin Martyr, Irenæus, Theophilus, Melito Sardenſis, 
Dionyſius Alexandrinus, Clemens Alexandrinus, Origen and pos 
all approving it. And the Occaſion of diſputing it aroſe from the 


Millenary Opinion, which ſome thought they could not confute, as 


long as the Apocalypſe had ſuch Authority in the Church, n. 
And ſuch Diſputes as theſe, which wore off by degrees; are 
no real Prejudice to the Canon of the New I. eftament, which was 
at firſt generally received; and although ſome few Books were 
conteſted for a time, yet they. recover'd their Authority, and have 
ever -fince been received by the Univerſal Conſent of all Chriſtian 
Churches. | _  :. 4 
III. He objects againſt* 


reticks, ho rejected the Canon of the New Teſtament, Could any Man 
but J. Serjeant make ſuch an ObjeQion as this ? But he had a Mind 
to bring me in as a Favourer of all Hereticks ; and, as ſuch another 
Man of Integrity hath done, of all Anti-Catholick" and Anti-Chriſtian 
Dorines. But where have I given any Occaſion for ſuch ſpiteful Re- 


| his univerſal Conſent, the Teſtimonies of Third Lewes, 
Marcion, Ebion, Valentinus, Cerinthus, and Epiphanius his other He- p. 59. 
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Page 75. 


Page 76. 


Page 57. 
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Chriſtian Churches for the Canon of the New IT.ſtament, i. e. of all ſince 


and the Apocalypſe into the Greek Churches; notwithſtanding all the 


the ſelf-evident way, wanld have liked my Anſwer the better ſor it: 


Conſent I prove the Certainty of the Canon of Scripture. Hereh 1 


Aſſurance not only of each Verſe, but of each ſignificant Word in the Verſe. 
if there be cauſe of Miſtruſt ; and if there be none, What Prejudice is 


_ Perſon ſtood by, and faw the Author write; and even then he might 


——— 


flections? All that I ſaid, was, We have the Univerſal Conſent of al 
the time that the Epiſtle to the Hebrems was receiv'd into the Latin, 


Diviſions they have ſince fallen into, yet they had no Difference as to 
the Canon of the New Teſtament. And this I inſiſted on as the Ground 
of our Certainty, viz. the unanimous Conſent of all the great Bodies 
of Chriſtians, that have continued under gifferent Denominations to 
this Day. 1 

To this he gives no other Anſwer, but that my Anſwer to the fifth 
Queſtion, is co-incident with that to the fourth, I thought J. Serjeant, in 


But he doth not compltghend the Deſign of it. I had faid before, 
That we relied on the:Umverſal Teſtimony of the Chriſtian Church ; 
upon that the Queſtion was asked, What I meant by the Chriftian 
Church: My Anſwer was, That it was that which was made up of all 
Chriſtian Churches; i. e. ſaith J. Serjeant, That all the Parts make the 
Whole : And what Incongruity is there? When Mr. Godden faid, That 
the Chriſtian Church may be taken in ſeveral Latitudes, he deſired to 
know in what Senſe I took it; and could I anſwer him more direct. 
ly than to tell him, I took it in the largeſt Senſe, as it was made up 
of all the Parts, and not in ſuch a Senſe as they do, who give the 
Denomination of the Whole to a Part? But by this I do not ſeclude al 
Hereticks, I do not take upon me to judge of all the Bodies of Chri- 
ſtians in the World, whether they be juſtly charged with Hereſy or 
not; but I take them only as Chrifttans, and from their Univerſal 


profeſs a Brotherhood with excrementitions Outcaſts. I know not what Bro- 
therhood lies in making uſe of their Teſtimony ; but I had rather do 
it, than with. unſufferable Pride and Folly call ſo many Bodies of Chri- 
ſtians, for whom Chriſt died, Excrementitious Outcaſts. But although 
he ſeems to own that their Teſtimony doth ſtrengthen the Evidence 
for the Canon of the New Teſtament, yet he calls it hack again, and 
for extraordinary Reaſons. 1. They may have corrupted the Letter of 
Scripture, although they may allow of the Books, Let us then take their 
Teſtimony for the Books, and examine the Letter afterwards. 2. Thi 
Univerſal Teſtimony muſt reach to each Chapter and Verſe ; but we muſt hate 


How hardly are ſome Men ſatisfied about the Certainty of Scripture ! 
Are there not different Copies in all Parts to examine and compare, 


this to our Certainty ? At this rate, Men may argue againſt every 
thing ; and that there can be no Certainty of any Writing, unleſs the 


queſtion his Senſes tod. Theſe Objections do indeed lead to an incu- 
rable Scepticiſm in the Church of Rome, 3. The Judges ſuſpect the 
Juſtneſs of the Cauſe, if known Kpights of the Poſt are called in to corro- 


_ borate the Evidence, What a deſperate Cauſe is that, which forces Men 


to fling ſuch Dirt in the Face of ſo many Chriſtian Churches? And 
that without the leaſt Evidence or Proof againſt them. How come 
all the Greek, Abyſ/ine, Coptick, Oriental Chriſtians to be compared to 
Knights of the Poſt, becauſe they afford e Teſtimony with 
us about the Canon of the New Teſtament? They may be the — 
me | T 
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ot and beſt Part of Chriſtendom for any thing J. Serjeant knows; 
and what Juſtice can there be in ſuch uncharitable Cenſures? It is not 
enough for you to ſay, they are all accounted Hereticks or Schiſma- 
ticks by you; for we that know how®unjuſt and unreaſonable your 
Cenſures are ſo near home, have no cauſe to regard them at-ſygh a 
diſtance, : | | mo 8 | 
Thus I have anſwered all the Objections I have wet with in J. Ser- 
jeant againſt our Rule q Faith. EN . . 
i now come to the laſt part of my Task, which is to examine the 
Arguments produced to prove the Infallibility of Oral and Practical 
Tradition. 1 | | | A 
ITbe main Argument is thus ſet down by Mr. Serjeant : All Traditi- pig Lettet, 


1 


onary Chriſtians belieus the ſame to Day whis they did Tefterday, and fo up p, 8. 
to the time of our Bleſſed Saviour; and if they follow this Rule, they g 


ne- 
ver err in Faith, and therefore are Infallibie. And they could not are 
in Faith, unleſs they did forget what they held the Day before, or out of Ma- 
lice after it, . | f 

Fe the Parts of this Argument Mr. Serjeant endeavours to ſhew 
to be ſelf-evident ; but in truth it is a ſelf-evident Fallacy, as I 
ſhall ſhew at large. But before I particularly lay it open, I mult 
conſider what he ſaithagainſt the Method I uſed in the Conference, for 
anſwering it. Dy * 8 

I then thought and do ſtill, that the cleareſt Anſwer to an Argu- 
ment, which proves a thing impoſſible, was to bring an undeniable 
Evidence that ſuch a thing really was which was proved impoſſible to 
be. And to this purpoſe I produced the Inſtance of the Greek Church, 
which profeſſed to follow Tradition, and yet they could not deny to have 
ered, | Jad a 5 8 

This Mr. Serjeant faith, Is giving no Anſwer at all; for this is no An- page 10. 
ſwer to his Argument, but producing a new Argument againſt him, And he 
- magiſterially tells me; That it is my turn to anſwer ; and therefore J am 
confined to Concedo, Nego, or Diſtinguo, 4 the Propoſitions are either 
true, falſe, or ambiguous ; or Igpay deny the Inference, if I find more Terms 
in the Concluſion than in the Premiſes, But theſe are my Bounds, which I 
muit not exceed, But with Submiſſion to theſe Logicians, I anſwer, 
That where an Argument is deſigned to proygſha thing impoſſible, 
which is contrary to Senſe and Experience, the producing an evident 
Inſtance is the plaineſt and ſhorteſt way of anſwering ; as well as in 
an Induction, which is allowed to, be diſproved by a plain Inſtance. 
As in the Caſe of Teno's Argument àgainſt Motion; Diogenes his mo- 
ving was a far more effectual Anſwer, than if he had ſtood a great 
while with his Concedo, Nego, and Diſtinguo. J. Serjeant confeſſes, That page 11. 
the Vanity of Zeno's Argument was not ill ridiculed by Diogenes his moving 
before him. And hy might not I then expoſe the Vanity of this De- 8 
monſtration by t Inſtance of the Greek Church, unleſs me Fault | 
be found in the Inſtance, He brings the Argument, and Nin Inſtance - 
_ againſt it, 'what are People the Wiſer ? And which ſhall they be for, the Argu- 
ment or the Inſtance? Leno brought his Argument, and Diogenes his In- 
ſtance ; were not By-ſtanders the wiſer, when it ſo apparently proved 
the Foppery of the Argument? Doth J. Serjeant think the Vanity of 
it was not enough expoſed by that means? But he faith, This i ex- 
cepting againſt the Concluſion, when there lies none againſt the Premiſes, 
No ſuch Matter M for it ſhews there is a Fallacy in the Premiſes. LI 
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not anſwered well? Becauſe he did not anſwer to the purpoſe; which 
was not about the Arians, but the preſent Greek Church. But 4 
Church may follow Tiga:ition at one time, and leave it at another. Very 
true; but the Greek Church did not forſake Tradition, and yet erred. 
and therefore Tradition and Error were found together, and therein 
lies the force of this undeniable Inſtance.” The reſt is fuch Trifling, 


that T am really aſhamed to anſwer᷑ it over and over. Still he attempts 


to give an Anſwer, and ſtill fails; but it is ſomething new, and therc- 
fore ſhall be conſidered. His Anſwer, faith J. Serjeant holds. as well to 
the preſent as paſt Greek Church. His Anſwer! Wher 
thoſe who err in Faith muſt leave Tradition, But the Greeks did not leave 
Tradition and yet erfed in Faith; ſo that the Inſtant holds good ſtill. 
He denies that Error and Tradition can be N 


found together in the Greet 
Church, or any other Ancient or Modern, i. e, the Conclufion muſt be held 


e is it? It was that 


* 
2 
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againſt all the Inſtances in the World. But I ought to ſay, whether the 
differences were in matters of Faith. Yes, in ſuch which the Church of 
Rome accounts matters of Faith. Bat how can an erring Church ſtill pleas 
Tradition and ad here to it? Anſwer the Inſtance; for the Grees Church. 
doth piead Tradition. But then pleading Tradition is no more but quoting 
ſome Expreſſions of ancient Writers, as the Arians did: Not ſo neither; 

5 | L r 


** 


. ”_ 


therefore i the priſent® 


* 
f . i 
- * g > 8 1 | 
25 


* N f 
, g fs ' "i L - 
, . 4 ny — k 4 ” 4 2 
— a . 8 FE the” , — » 
= , TOSS IE * W 5 1 * 2 8 * K * r * TE DNS EI X 
7 3 Q N v : 4 
— aa 7 1 0 _ - * 5 » ? * 
: * 2 a , . = c , 
2. ae” Tv 3 N A — £4 . 2 
— a 
' : _—_ wi 2 


> $4 


Greek Church relies moſt upon Tradition from Father tp Son in 


for the Gre nurch relies m pon. J. ion, 
practice, of any Church in the World. Bat if they age 6% Tradition, 
ind that Tradition leads them 10 Chriſt, who could not i, how can. they 


poſſibly err? For, pray did Chriſt teach any Error? No 1 en 


1 Father believed what Chriſt taught him, and the Son wha tb 7M, 1 
lieved, did not the Son too believe mhat Chrift taught? Run i on to the laſt 
Son that [ball be born in the World, maſt not ever one believe what Chriſt 
taught, if every one believed what his Father believed? FE TO "%* 


* * 


And ſo Goodnight to the Greek Ch Nh; we are come back to the Page 193 


Argument. I might as well have Inſtanced in the Latin Church, it ſelf. 
Truly I think fo too; ag ſo you ſhall find in ſhort time; and H little 
Advantage you get by ſuch a Challenge. 2 
But it is impoſſible far a Church to adhere to Tradition 
Greek Church have Erred, it has wo 


to 1Ira- 


1 "ch. 71 not adhered; ti 
dition; if it have adhered to Tradition, it hath not Erred. Thighs, the 
Argument muſt be good, let the Inſtance be what it will... But an ea- 
fie Diſtinction will ſhew the Weakneſs of this Argument. 
Adhering to Tradition may be taken Two wayrs |, 


I. For adhering to Tradition, as the Rule and Means of Conveyance 
of Matters of Faith. | i 2 

II. For actual Adhering to that very DoQrine which Chriſt taught, 
and hath ever ſince been aul convey d down by Tradition. 


In this latter Senſe we grant it impoſſible for Men to Err, while they 
actually adhere to that very Da@rine which Chriſt taught, and is ſup- 
poſed to be deliver'd down by Tradition. But this is not the Matter 
beforeus; which lies in theſe Two Point 


I. Whether Tradition be an Infallible V 
Chriſt down to. us. KEE 


Þ. Whether it be impoſſible for thoſe Who hold to This as Their 
Rule, to Err or not. WS | S 
| | * „ 7. a - 


And fo the Kaſwer is plain to the main Argument. If by Tradirio- 
nary Chriſtians, be meant ſuch as adhere to that very Doctrine which 
Chrift taught, and was actually conveyed down to them, then ſuch 
Traditionary Chriſtians, ſo believing, cannot Err. 5 

But if by Traditionary Chriſtians be meant ſuch as take Tradition 
for an Infallible Rule of conveyinq all Matters of Faith; then we ſay 
ſuch Traditionary Chriſtians may and have Erred: And that for Two 


Reaſons. | 3 | . 
I. Becauſe Tradition is no Infallible Rule. eee, 
IL Becauſe although it were, yet Men might Err, either by mi- 

ſtaking it, or departing from it. „ TM 
But faith J. Serjeant They ceaſe to be Traditionary C hriſtians 1 they do 

not believe the ſame to Day which they did Teſterday, and ſogup to Chriſt. 

I by Traditionary Chriſtians be meant, they who f really believe 

what Chriſt taught, we grant it, that they are not. LE 
If by Traditionary Chriſtians be gant ſuch as bear the Name. of 

Traditionary Chriſtians, and look on Tradition as, their Rule, and 

imagine they have the ſame Faith which Chriſt taught; then they are 

ſtill Traditionary Chriſtians, ah 0 as 
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and yet te Err; page 20. 
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And now I am to give a clear and diſtinct Anſwer to the Demonſtrai. 
on of the Infallibility of Oral Tradition, as it is managed by J. Serjear; 
and taken into Propoſitions. 

I. All Traditionary Chriſtians believe the ſame to day which they did eſter. 
day, and ſo up to the time of our Bleſſed Saviour, J. Serjeant hopes ] hav; 
nothing to ſay to this; but he is miſtaken, For I have many things to 
fay to lay open the Notorious Fallacy of it in every Clauſe. 

I. All Traditionary Chriſtigg Who are they? Are all Chriſtians 
Traditionary Chriſtians? Thi were to the purpoſe, if it could be 
proved, But how doth this appear? Why is it not ſaid, All Chriſtian; 

av? gone upon this Principle? He knows this could never have been 
proved. And therefore he puts in the thing in diſpute, and would have 
it taken for granted, that there were no other but Traditionary Chriſti. 
| ans. Which I deny, and I am certain he can never prove it. Sup- 
| poſe then that there were Chriſtians not Traaitionary as well as Traditi- 
onary, the Propoſition appears ridiculous ; fo far is it from Demonſtra- 
tion. Traditionary Chriſtians believed fo; Non-Traditionary Chriitians be. 
lieved otherwiſe ; and which are to be determined by the Certainty of + 


the Ground they went upon; and ſo we are come to the Debate be- 
tween Scripture and Tradition. 
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| TI. All Traditionary Chriſtians believe the ſame to Day which they did 
| Teſterday. This is capable ofa threefold meaning. * 


I. That they do actually believe the ſame to Day which they did 
Yeſterday. Which is a meer contingent thing, and proves nothing, 


r 0 * 
II. That they are bound to believe to Day, as they did Yeſterday, 
And that may be on ſeveral Accounts. 


I. Becauſe they ſee Evidence from the Word of God to Day as well : 
as they did Yeſterday. * 
II. Or becauſe their Guides of the Church teach them the ſame to 
Day which they did Yeſterday, whom they believe tobe Infallible. ; 
IT. Or, meerly becauſe they receive it by an Oral Tradition, and not ] 
on the other Accounts; and then it proves no more than that they are 


bound to doit; and it is too well known that many fail to do what 
they are bound to. | 


Or IV. That they do Infallibly believe the ſame to Day which they 
did Yeſterday. But then this ought to have been inſerted in the Pro- 

poſition, That Traditionary Chriſtians cannot fail to believe to Day 
what they did Yeſterday. If it be ſaid, That this is implyed in their be- 
ing Traditionary Chriſtians, then I ſay, the whole is a Fallacy of 7: d, 
tor he ſuppoſes all true Chriſtians to be Traditionary Chriſtians, and then 
that they Infallibly dold to Tradition as their Rule, and from thence he 
proves Tradition to be Infallible, But if the Body of Chriſtians may go 
upon another Rule, or if going upon Tradition, they may miſunder- 
ſtand it, then there is no inſeparable connexion in the ſeveral Links of 
this Chain. „ 

And there is a further Fallacy in ſuppoſing that if any Change in Faith 
happens, it muſt be as ſudden and remarkable, as if all Men ſhould 
to day refuſe to believe what they believed Tefterday. Whereas the Changes 
of Opinions are oft- times wrought by inſenſible Degrees, and many 


concurrent 


2 
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concurrent Cauſes; and ſometimes the very ſame Words may be uſed, 
and the Faith altered. as in the Caſe of Merit, Sacraments, Sacrifice, 
&c. which ſheweth Men may continue the very ſame Terms, and yet 
believe quite a different thing. And where Changes are gradual, it 
is very unreaſonable to pitch upon ſuch a preciſe and narrow Space of 
time, as between ta Day and Teſterday. By the ſame Method one may de- 
monſtrate it to be impoſſible that an anguage ſhould be changed; for 
people ſpeak the ſame Language to Dayiwhich they did Tefteraay, and the 
ſame Teſterday which they did the Day before,and ſo up to the veryBuildin 
of Babel; and yet we all know that Languages are continuallychanged, 
and to ſuch a degree, that in ſome Ages they cannot underſtand what 
was at that time intelligible by all, In ſuch caſes, it is enough to aſ- 
fign the general Cauſes and Reaſons of Alterations, Without . a 
preciſe and determinate Time. And thoſe I ſhall ſpeak to afterwards. 

III. And ſo up to the time of our Bleſſed Saviour, 

To prove any thing from hence it mult be ſhewed, 


I. That there can be no Pretence to Tradition taken up without 
Ground; for if there may, it can by no means follow, That if Men 
3271 to Tradition, that Tradition muſt run up to the Time of 

Tilt. 3 1 | | 3 

But then they ceaſe to be Traditionary Chriſtians. What then? Not 
in pretence, for they may call themſelves ſo ſtill; but in reality they 
are not. ; . | ' e 

II. That if Men lay claim to a Rule, they muſt always obſerve it. 
We do not pretend to it as to the Scripture:- And what Reaſon is there 
for it as to Tradition? But if Men may pretend to follow Tradition, 
and do not, then from their being Trad#tonary Chriſtians, it can by 
no means follow that this Tradition muſt be carried up to the Time 
of our Bleſſed Saviour. | tn 


II. The ſecond Propoſition is, And if they follow this Rule, they can 
never err in Faith, This is palpably ſelf-evident, ſaith J. Serjeant. Sofſay 
I too, but it is onely to be a meer Fallacy” © 

To follow this Rule is to believe the ſame to By which they did Tefterday, 
and ſo up to Chriſt, or downwards: If they did t ging Chriſt s time, and 
jo Wir ered, they muſt continue .to be teve the ſame to the End of. the 

orld, ES _ FE 


If they real) believe the ſame Doctrine which Chriſt raught, no doubt 


they cannot err. But the Queſtion is, Whether this be an- infallible 
Rule for us to judge, they could never miſtake in this Rule, nor fol- 


. 


low any other : For if either. of theſe could happen, the Demonſtra- 
tion is loſt. If it were poſſible for Error to come in ſome other way, 
or for*Perſons to miſapprehend the Doctrine delivered, chen it is not 
poſſible for us by this way to be convinced they could not err. The lat- 
ter J have already ſpoken to; I ſhall now ſhew that there were ſon 

other ways that Errors might come in. And here I ſhall paſs over the 
common Infirmities of Human Nature, which I think Oral Tradition can 
never cure, and which leave Men always liable to Error; but I ſhall 


name {ome more. particular W; ays of introducing them. 


I. By ; 
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I. By the Authority of Falſe Teachers, And for this J ſhall not run 
back to the Falſe Apoſtles and Seducers in the Apoſtles times, and after. 
wards; but I ſhall bring a preſent Inſtance in the Church of Rome, and 
that is, of Michael de Molinos, a Perſon ſolemnly condemned at Rome, 
Aug. 28. of this Year, for 68 Propoſitions taken out of his Books, and 
owned by himſelf, 2s the Pires ih, which are there ſaid to be H.. 
retical, Erroneous, Blaſphemous, Offenſive, Raſh, Sellitious, and contra 
to Chriſtian Diſcipline, This Man is ſaid to have had Thouſands of Diſ. 
ciples in Italy, in the very Heart of the Traditionary Church. Now, I 
deſire J. Serjeant to inform me, If Tradition be Infallible, and that be 
the way followed in the Church of Rome, how it Was poſſible for ſuch 
Multitudes to be deceived in Matters of ſuch Conſequence ? To f 
they were not deceived, is to expoſe the Authority of the Guides of 
the Church of Rome to the greateſt Contempt: To ſay they were de. 
ceived, is to own, That notwithſtanding Tradition, a ſingle Prieft may 
gain ſuch Authority, as to deceive Thouſands; and where lies theft the 
Infallibility of Tradition ? | A 


II. By Ezthuſ;aſm, or a Pretence to Immediate Revelation. For this 
I ſhall not produce the old Inſtances in Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, as of Mon- 
tanus, Aſclepiades, Theodotus, Manichæus, Arius, tins, &c. Who all 
pretended to Revelations for their particular Opinions. But I ſhall 
keep to the late Inſtance of Molinos, who aſſerts, That the Perfection 
of a Chriſtian State lies in ſimple, pure, infuſed and perfect Contempla. 
tion, above the Uſe of Ratiocination or diſcurſive Prayer, and that in order 
to this, nothing is ſo e Self-annthilation, This Doctrine is now 
condemned at Rome; but how came it into the Church? Did not they 
believe the ſame to Day which they did Teſterday ? If there were Oral Tra- 
tion for it, how came it to be condemned? If not, then notwithſtand- 
ing Oral Tradition, dangerous Dottrines may get in, under a Pre- 
tence of a more jublime and ſpiritual Way of Perfection, than is to be 
attained in the dull and heavy way of Tradition from Father to Son. 


III. By a Pretence to a more ſecret Tradition, and thus Chriitianity 
was at firſt corrupted, by ſuch as pretended that there was a My#ical 
Doctrine delivered by Chniſt of a more purifying Nature, than the plain 
and common Doctrine taught to all the People by the Apoſtles. So 
Fegeſippas in Euſebius a ffirms, That the Chriſtian Charch was corruptell by 
this Means; and to the ſame Purpoſe Irenæus. So that Tradition Was 
To far from ſecuring the Church from Error, that it was the Means of 
bringing it in. And the Public Tradition could not hinder this coming 
in gf Error, becauſe ſecret Tradition was pretended to be more Di- 
virte and Spiritual; the other was only for Babes, and this for grows 


Chriftians, 


* * * 


1 erences among C harch-Guidts about the Senſe of Seripture 
and Tradition. Thus it was in the Samoſatenian, Arian, Pelagian, Ne- 
#torian,” and Eutychian Controverſies, Neither of theſe Parties denied 
Scripture or Tradition; and thoſe who were juſtly condemned, pretend- 
ed till to adhere to both. | And if ſuch Flames could not be prevented, 
ſo much nearer the Apo#les Times, by the help of Tradition, What Rea- 
ton can there be to expect it ſo long after? ; 


a IV By Differ 


. 


. l 


2 "IR 3 
6 


of the Certamty of FAI T H. 

v. By too great a Veneration to ſome particular Teachers not far from 
the Apoſtolical Times, in regard to their Learning or Piety; which made 
their Diſciples deſpiſe Tradition in Compariſon of their Notions. And 
thus Origen's Opinions came to prevail ſo much in the Church; and 
the Mixture of Platoniſm with Chriſtianity, proved the Occaſion of ſe- 
veral Errors, with Reſpect to the State of Souls after Death, as well as 
in other Points, | | \ 


VI. By compliant? with ſome Gentile Superſtitions, in hopes to gain 
more eaſily upon the Minds of the People; who having been long ac- 
cuſtomed to the Worſhip of Images and Tutelar Deities, it was thought 
no imprudent thing in ſome Guides of the Church, when the main Po- 
Arines of Paganiſm were renounced, to humour the People in theſe 


things; ſo they were accomodated to Chriſtianity; but others vehement- 


ly oppoſed this Method, as repugnant to the true primitive Chriſtia- 
nity. But by degrees, thoſe Superſtitions prevailed, and the Original 
Tradition of the Church tliereby corrupted. 


VII. By implicit Faith, which puts it into the Power of the Charch- 
Guides to introduce what Doctrines they thought fir. When the beſt 
of the People were told it was againſt the Fundamental Rights of the 


. Catholick church for them to examine any Opinions which were propo- 


ſed to them by their Guides, That they neither did, nor could, nor ought 


10 under ſtand them; and when once this Point was gained, People ne- 


ver troubled themſelves about Scripture or Tradition; for all they had 
to do, was only to know what was decreed by the Church, tho? with 
a Non-ob#ante to a Divine Inſtitution, as is plain in the Council of Con- 
#ance, notwithſtanding all the Tricks to avoid it. 


If then Errors might come into the Church all theſe ways, what a 


vain thing is it to pretend, that Oral Tradition will keep from any poſ- 


ſibility of Error? 


And ſo I need give no other Anſwer to his laſt Propoſition, That if 


Men did innovate in Faith, it muſt be either through Forgetfulneſs or Ma- 
lice; for I have ſhewed many other Cauſes beſides theſe ; eſpecially ſince 
J intend to ſhew in a particular Diſcourſe, how the Errors and Corrup- 
tions we charge on the Church of Rome did come into it; my Delign 
here being only to ſhew the Poſſibility of it. 

There remain only two things which deſerve any Conſideration : 
I. About the Charge of Pelagianiſm. 2. About the Council of Trent's 
proceeding on Tradition, which will admit of an eaſy Diſpatch. 

I. As to the Charge of Pelagianiſm. It doth not lie in this, That he 


requires any rational Inducements to Faith, which we do aſſert as well as 


he. But it lay in theſe two things. 5 


. That x Divine Faith was to be reſolved into a Natural Infallibility, 
For we were told that Divine Faith muit have Infallible Grounds ; and 
when we come to examine them, we find nothing but what is Natural. 


And now to avoid the Charge of Pelagianiſm, this Divine Faith is de- 


clared to be meer Human Faith; and ſfoHuman Faith is ſaid to have Infallible Third Letter, 
GroandsbutDivineFaith mult ſhift for it ſelf. For faith J. Serjeant. Iis con. Page, 24. 
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feſs'd and ever was, that the Humane Authority of the Church or 'Traditiqy 
begets onely Humane Faith as its Immediate Effect ; but by bringing it up aa 
Chriſt, it leads us to what's Divine, Well; but what Infallible Ground 


is there for this Divize Faith? Where doth that fix? Is it on the Infal. 


Fat) Vindi- 
cated, p. 133. 


Page 157. 


Page 27. 


{bility of Tradition or not? If not, then we may have Divine Faith 
without it. If it doth, then Divine Faith is to be reſolved into Natural 
Means: And what is this but Pelagianiſin? | 

II. That he excludes the Pious Diſpoſition of the Will, from piecing out 
(as he calls it) the Defect of the Reaſons why we Belibve. And in another 
place he excludes the Will's Aſſiſtance in theſe words, That Faith, or 
Firm and Immoveable Aſſent upon Authority is not throughly Rational, and 
by conſequence partly Faulty, if the Motives be not alone able to convince an 
Underſtanding rightly diſpoſed without the Mill's Aſſiſtance. How then can a 


pious Diſpoſition of the Will be neceſſary-in order to the Act of Faith? 
And is it not Pelagianiſm to exclude it: | 


Therefore I was in the right, when I aid, That this of Oral Tradition 
reſolves all into a meer Humane Faith; and that this is the unavoidable 


Conſequence of it, No, he ſaith, he reſolves all into Chriſt's and the Apo. 
ſtles teaching. How ridiculous is this? For, did not Pelag ius and Ca- 
leſtius the very ſame? And the thing I charged upon them, was, That 


they went no farther upon this Principle than they did. Upon this he 


asks a very impertinent Queſtion ; but if I do nor Anſwer it, I know 
what Clamours will follow. Pray do you hold that Chriit is a meer Man, 
or that Believing him is a meer Humane Faith, or that the Doctrine taught by 


Him or Them is meerly Humane? What Occaſion have I given for ſucha 


Queſtion? Bur I perceive there is a deſign among ſome, to make me 
be believed to be no Chriſtian, I pray God forgive the Malice of ſuch 
Men. I thank God, I have better Grounds for my Faith than Oral 
Tradition. I do believe Chriſt to be more than meer Man, even the E- 
ter nal Son of God, and that his Doctrine is Divine, and his Apoſtles had 
Infallible Alſiſtancè in delivering it. But what is all this to the preſent 
Queſtion? ] perceive ſome Men, when they are hard pinched, cry out, 
that their Adverſaries are Atheiſts or Sociniaus, &c. and hope by this 
means to divert them from the buſineſs before them. But theſe Arts 


will not do. And ſuch a Duſt cannot ſo blind the Reader's Eyes, but 


he mult ſee it is raiſed on purpoſe that he may not be diſcerned in 
making an Eſcape, 


II. As to the Council of Treat proceeding upon Tradition. That 
which I faid, was, The Church of Rome hath no where declared in 
Counciſ that it hath any ſuch Power of making Implicit Articles of Fatt 


contained in Scripture to become Explicit by its explaining the denſe of 


them. And the Reaſon I gave, was, Becauſe the Church of Rome doth 
not pretend ro make New Articles of Faith: But to make Implicit Do- 


Grizes to become Explicit, is really ſo to do; as I there proved. Now 


what faith. Serjeant to this? 


I. He faith, That the Council of Trent defines it belongs to the Church 


to jrece of the True Senſe and Interpretation of Scripture, As though all 


thu belonged to the Church, muſt preſently belong to the Chr 0 
Rome; 


i 
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Rome ; or all Tudgment of Scripture muſt be Infallible i or muſt make 
things neceſſary to be believed which were not ſo before. 

II. He ſhews, That the Charch did proceed apon this Power: What 
poner? Of making things not Neceſſary to become Neceſſary ? 


I. I: declares Seſſ. 13. That from ſome Texts mentioned, the Church was 
ever per ſuaded of the Doctrine of Tra#ſubſtantiation. This is an admirable 
Argument, to prove that it can make that Neceſſary to be believed, 
which was not, becauſe it was always believed. 


II. Seſſ. 14. IL declares 1 Cor. 11, to be underſtood of Sacramental Con- 
fiſſon, by the Caſtom and Practice of the Church. Then I ſuppoſe the Church 


thought it Neceſſary before. 


III. Seſſ. 14. 1t declares Jam. F. to be underſtood of Sacramental Con- 
felion. But how ? By its Power of making it Neceſſary to be believed 
meerly by ſuch Declaration ? No; but by ApoFolical Tradition; then 
the meaning is, that it was always ſo underſtood. 


But becauſe the Council of Trent doth pretend to Apoitolical Tradition 
for the Points there determin'd, and the ſhewing that it had not Catho- 
lick and ApoRolick Tradition, is the moſt effectual Confutation of the 


preſent Pretence of Oral Tradition, I ſhall reſerve that to another Diſ. 


courſe, part whereof, I hope, will ſuddenly be Publiſhed. 
It}. | 
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EXAMIN'D and DISPROV'D 


BY 
CATHOLICK TRADITION, 
In the main Points in Controverſy between 
Us and the CHux ck of Rome. 

- irn 2 


A Particular ACCOUNT of the Times and Occaſions 
of introducing Them. 


PART I. 


To which a PREFACE is prefixed, concerning the true Senſe of 
the Council of Trent, and the Notion of Tranſabſtantiation. 
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TEA HERE is it ſeems a Train in Controvetſies, as well 


as in Thoughts; one thing ſtill giving a ſtart to an- 

other ; Conterences produce Letters; Letters, Books, 

— and us Diſcourſe gives Occaſion for LES For 

this follows the former as a neceſſary Purſuit of the ſame Argument 
againſt Tradition. 

7. Serjeant in his laſt Letter, had vouched the Authority of tle 

Council of Trent proceeding upon Tradition, and he inſtanced in 


three Points, Tranſubſtantiation, Lene Confeſſion and Third Let- 


Extreme Unction. The Examination of this I thought fit to re- 

ſerve for a Diſcourſe by it ſelf , wherein, inſtead of confining my 
Self to thoſe three Par ticulars, 1 intend to go through the moſt mate- 
rial Points there eſtabliſhed; nd to prove, from the moſt Authentick, 
Teſtimonies, that there was no true Catholick Tradition for any 
of them. And if I can make good what 1 have undertaken, 1 ſhall 


male the Council of Trent it Self the great Inſtance againſt the 


Intal libility of Taadition. | 

This is a new Undertaking ; ; which the Impetuouſneſs of our Ad- 
verſaries ſetting . Tradition for the Ground of their Faith, hath 
brought me to. But beſides the ſhewing that really they have not 
Tradition on their fide ; I have endeavoured to trace the ſeveral ſeps, 
aud to ſet down the Times and Occaſions of Introducing thoſe 
Pomts which have cauſed that unhappy Breach in the Chriſtian Word, 
whoſe ſad Effects we daily ſee and lament : But have little hopes ta 
ſee remedied, till theſe new Points be diſcarded, and Scripture,interpreted 
bj truely Catholick Tradition, be made the Standard of Chriſtian 
Communion. 

1 do not pretend, that all theſe Points came in at one Time or in 
the ſame Manner ; for ſome Errors and Corruptions came in far 
more early ; ſome bad the favour of the Church of Rome in 4 higher 
degree; ſome were more generally received in the Practice of the 
oi in” Larter times, than others; and ſome were merely School 
Points before the Council of Trent; but as far as the Thomiſts 
aid Scotiſts could be made to agree there againſt the Reformers, theſe 

paſſed 


ter, p. 64. 
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paſſed for Articles of Faith. For, this was one of the great Arts of 
that Council to draw up their Decrees in ſuch Terms, as ſhould 
leave Room enough for Eternal Wranglings among themſelves, pro- 
vided they agreed in doing the buſineſs effeually againſt the Here. 
ticks, as they were pleaſed to call them. I therefore forbear to urge 
theſe as Points of Faith, which have been freely debated among them- 
ſelves ſince the Council of Trent, without any Cenſure. We have 
enongh, in the plain Decrees and Canons of that Council, without 
meddling with any School-Points. And fo I cannot be charged with 
M_iſrepreſenting. 

The great Debate of late hath been about the true Expoſicion of 
the Points there defined; and for my part, J am content to yield to 


any juſt and reaſonable Methods of giving the true Senſe of them, 


And ſuch T conceive theſe to be. 

I. Where the Council of Trent makes uſe of Words in a ſtrict 
and limited Senſe, there it is unreaſonable to underſtand them in a 
large and improper Senſe. As for inſtance, Seſſ. 6. c. 26. It 
decrees that Juſtified Perſons do vere promerere, truely merit Ete 
nal Life: and Can. 32, there is an Anathema againſt him who 
denies trye Merit in the good Works of juſtified Perſons, both 
as to Increaſe of Grace and Eternal Life. There is no one con- 
verſant in Ancient Writers, but knows that there was a large and im- 
proper Senſe of the Word Merit; but how is it poſſible to apply that 
Senſe, where ſuch Care is taken, that it may be underſtood in a ſtrift 


and limited Senſe ? If the Council bad left the Word in its General 


Senſe, there might have been Reaſon to have given the faireſt Inter- 


pretation to it; but when it is certainly known, that there had been a 
difference of Opinions in the Church of Rome about true and pro- 
per Meric, and that which was not (however it were called,) and the 
Council declares from the former, no Man of underſtanding can be- 
lieve that onely the improper Senſe was meant by it. As in the 
Point of the Euchariſt, when the Council declares that the Words of 
Chriſt, This is my Body, are truely and properly to be under- 


flood; Would it not be thought ſtrange for any one to ſay, that the 


Council notwithſtanding might mean that Chriſt's Words may be figu- 
ratively underſtood ; And we muſt take the true notion of Merit not 
from any large expreſſions of the Ancients, but from the Conditions of 
true and proper Merit among themſelves, But of this at large af- 
terwards. So as to the Notion of Sacraments; every one knows how 
largely that Word was taken in Ancient Writers, but it would be ab- 
ſurd to underſtand the Council of Trent in that Senſe, when 
Sell. 6. Can. 1. De Sacramentis, it denounces an Anathema 


not 
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uot merely againſt him that denies ſeven Sacraments; but againſt him 
har doch not hold every one of them to be truely and proper- 
y a Sacrament. And in the Qreed of Pius IV. one Article is, 
bat there are ſeven true and proper Sacraments. How vain a 
thing then were it for any to expand theſe Sacraments in a large and 


improper Senſe ? 


Il. Where the Council of Trent hath not declared it ſelf, but it 
is fully done in the Catechiſm made by its Appointment, we ought to 
look on that as the true Senſe of the Councii. 4s in the Caſe of 
the Sacraments ; the Council never declares what it means by true 


and proper Sacraments, but the Catechiſm makes large and full Cacechiſm 
amends for this Defect. For after it hath mention d the uſe of the e. Fart. 


Word in profane and ſacred Writers, it ſets down the Senſe of it ac- 
cording to their Divines, for a ſenſible Sign which conveys the 
Grace which it ſignifies. And after a large Explication of the Na- 
ture of Signs, it gives this Deſcription of a true and proper Sacra- 
ment, That it is a ſenſible thing, which by Divine Inſtitutibn 
not only hach the Force of ſignifying, but of cauſing Grace. 
And to ſhew the Authority of this Catechiſm for explicating the Do- 
Qrine of the Sacraments, we need only to look into Seſſ. 2 4. c. 7. 
de Reform. Where it is required that the People be inſtructed 


in the Sacraments according to it. Tt is ſuppoſed, that the Ca- 


rechiſm was appointed to be made in the 1 8h Seſſion, at the Inſti- 
gation of Carolus Borromzus (ſince Canonized) but it was not 
finiſhed while the Council ſat, and therefore Seſſ. 2 5. it was refer d 


to the Judgment and Authority of the Pope. 7 confeſs therefore 


it hath not a Conciliar Authority ſtamped upon it, but it hath a 
ſort of transfuſed Infallibility, 4s fur as they could convey it; and 
4s much as a Council hath, when it borrows it from the 
Pope's Confirmation, It was near two Tears hammering at Trent, 


viz, from 26chof Feb. 15 62. to Decemb. 1563. when the Coun- 


cil roſe ; afterwards it was preparing at Rome three Nears longer, 
and then preſented to the Pope to be approved, and publiſhed by his Au- 
thority, after it had been carefully review d by Cardinal Sirlet, Bor- 
romeo, and others, and hath ſince been univerſally received in the 
Roman Church; ſo that we can have no more authentick Expoſi- 
tion of the Senſe of the Council of Trent, than what is contained 
in that Catechiſm, : 
III. Where the Council of Trent declares a thing in general to 
be lawful and due, but doth not expreſs the manner of it, that is 
to be underſtood from the gen:rally receivd and allow d Practices at 
that time. For otherwiſe the Council muſt be charged with great 
Ppp H fait h- 
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Unfaithfulneſs, in not ſetting down and correcting publick and ng. 

rious Abuſes, when it mention d the things themſelves, and ſome Aby. 

ſes about them. As in the 25th Seſſion, concerning Purgatory, 

invocation of Saints, Worſhip of Images and Relicks, it goes yy 

. farther than the ſound Doctrine be taught, char Saints are to be 

Invocated, Images and Relicks to be Worſhip d; but new 

defines what that ſound Doctrine is, what Bounds are to be {et 

in the Worſhip of Saints, Images and Relicks, which it is unlawful 

to exceed. So that in this Caſe we have no other way to judge of the 

Meaning of the Council, but by comparing the publick and allow'd 

Pra ices of the Church with the General Decrees of the Council, | 

And we have this farther Reaſon for it, that we are told by the lateſt 

Expoſitors of it, that the Senſe of by Church in ſpeculative Points, 

Reply to the is to be taken from Publick Practices. For thus one of them ex- 

8 preſſes himſelf : Moreover, even her Speculative Docttines are ſo 

on, He. p. 34. mixed with Practical Ceremonies, which repreſent them to the 

Vulgar, and inſtruct even the meaneſt Capacities in the abſtru- 

ſeſt Doctrines, that it ſeems ever impoſſible to make an Altera- 

tion in her Doctrine without abrogating her Ceremonies, or 

changing her conſtant Practices. 

IV. Where the Decrees of the Council are not ſufficiently clear, 

there we muſt take in the Canons to make the Senſe more plain. This 

Rule I take from the Council it ſelf, which in the 6th Seſſion, juſt 

before the Canons, ſaith, That thoſe are added, that all may 

know not only what they are to hold and follow, but what 

they are to ſhun and avoid. As in the famous Inſtance of Tran- 

ſubſtantiation z ſuppoſe that the Words of the Decree do not determine 

expreſly the Modus, yet it is iflpoſible for any one to doubt of it 

Sciſ. 13. who looks into the Canon, which denounces an Anathema againſt 

San. a. him, not only that denies Tranſubſtantiation, but that aſſerts the 

Subſtance of Bread and Wine to remain after Conſecration. 

Therefore he that aſſerts Tranſubſtantiation, according to the 

Council of Trent, muſt hold it in ſuch a manner, as thereby to 

b underſtand that the Subſtance of Bread and Wine doth nor re- 

| main. Otherwiſe he is under an Anathema, by the expreſs Canon 
of the Council. 

Therefore it is ſo far from being a fatal Overſight (as a late 

Author expreſſes it) to ſay that the Council of Trent hath deter- 

mind the Modus of the Rea! Preſence, Mat no Man who is not 

reſolved to overſee it, can be of another Opinion. And herein the 

Divines of the Church of Rome do agree with us, viz. that the par- 

ticular Modus is not only determin d by the Council, but that it is a 


Matter 
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Matter of Faith to all Perſons of the Communion of that Church. 


4s not only appears from the 2d Canon, but from the very Decree 
it ſelf, Seſſ. 13. ch. 4 $2, 


The holy Synod declates, that by Conſecration of the 
Bread and Wine, there is a Converſion of the whole Subſtance 
of the Bread into the Subſtance of the Body of Chriſt, and of 
the whole Subſtance of the Wine into the Subſtance of his Blood, 
which Converſion is ficly and properly by the holy Catholick 
Church called Tranſubſtantiation. In which Words the Council 
doth plainly expreſs the Modus of the Real Preſence to be, not by a 
Preſence of Chrift's Body together with the Subſtance of the Bread, 


' 4 the Lutherans held, but by a Converſion of the whole Sub- 


ance of the Bread into the Subſtance of the Body, &c. And 
ſince there were different Manners of underſtanding this Real Pre- 
ſence, if the Council did not Eſpouſe one ſo as to reject the other as 
Heretical ; then it is impoſſible to make the Lutheran Doctrine to be 
declared to be Heretical, i. e. unleſs the Council did determine the 
Modus of the Real Preſence. For, if it did not, then notwith ſtand- 
ding the Decrees and Canons of the Council of Trent, Perſons 
are at liberty to believe either Tranſubſtantiation or Conſubſtans 
ciation, wich I think no Roman Catholick will allow. 

But it is ſaid, that the meaning of the Decree is, that the Real 
Preſence is not to be underſtood after a Natural, but a Sacra- 
mental Manner; But doth it not plainly tell us, how that Sacra- 
mental Manner # to be underſtood, viz. by a Converſion of the 
whole Subſtance of the Bread into the whole Subſtance of the 
Body, c. And if other ways be poſſible, and all others be rejected, 
then this particular Modus muſt be determin d. 


| * 


I grant that the Council doth not ſay, there is an Annihilation 


ol the Elements; and 1 know no Neceſſity of uſing that Term, for 


that which is ſuppoſed to be turned into another thing cannot Properly 
be ſaid to be Annihilated (which is the reducing it to nothing) but 
the Council doth aſſert a Total Converſion of one Subſtance in- 
to another, and where that is, that Subſtance muſt wholly ceaſe to 
be what it was; and ſo, there can be no Subſtance of the Elements re- 
maining after Conſecration. For, as Aquinas obſerves, Quod con- 


vertitur in aliquid factà Converſione non maner. If then the 3 Q 55. 4.5. 


Subſtance of the Elements doth not remain after Conſecration, by 


virtue of this total Converſion, then the Council of Trent, by its 


Decree, bath plainly determin'd the Modus of the Real Preſence; 2 
as to exclude any ſuch Manner, as doth ſuppoſe, the Subſtance to 
remain, whether it be by Impanation or Conſubſtantiation, or any 
ot her way. P pp 2 What 
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Faith of the Church ts that Manner; ſo doth the Senſe of Tranſub- 


imply no Subſtance to remain after Conſecration. 


What it Rupertus thought the Bread might become the Real 
Body of Chriſt by an Union of the Word to it? All that can be 
inferr dis, that the Modus was not then ſo determin d, as to oblige al 
Perſons to hold it. But what is this to the Council of Trent? Can 
any one bold the Subſtance to remain, and not to remain at the ſame 
time? For, he that holds with Rupertus muſt allow the Subſtance to 
remain; he that believes atotal Converſion muft deny it. And be that 
can believe both theſe at once, may believe what be pleaſes. 

But che Council only declares the Sacramental Preſence to 
be after an ineffable manner. I ſay, it determines it to be by a total 
Converſion of one Subſtance into another; which may well be 
ſaid to be ineffable, ſince what cannot be underſtood can never ble 
expreſſed. LT nn ny Deer a + e's nt 

Our Diſpute is not about the uſe of the Word, Tranſubſtantiati- 
on, for I think it proper enough to expreſs the Senſe of the Council 
of Trent; but as the Word Conſubſtantial did exclude all other 
Modes how Chriſt might be the Son of God, and determin'd the 


ſtantiation, as determin d by the Council of Trent, limit the Manner 
of the Real Preſence, to ſuch 4 Converſion of the Subſtance of the 
Elements into the Subſtance of Chriſt's Body and Blood, as doth 


It is to no purpoſe to tell us, the Council uſes onely the Word 
Species and not Accidents ; - for whatever they are called, the 
Council denounces its Anathema againſt thoſe who held the Sub- 
ſtance to remain after the Conſecration ; and denies the Total 
Converſion of the Subſtance. of the Bread and Wine into Sub- 
ſtance of the Body and Blood of Chriſt. F the Subſtance be 
nat there, the Modus is to purpoſe determin d. And whatever re- 
mains, call it what you will, it is not the Subſtance; and that is 
ſuficient to ſhew, that the Council of Trent hath clearly determin'd 
the Modus of the Real Preſence. 45 

V. Ve muſt diſtinguiſh the School. Points left undetermin'd by 
the Council of Trent, from thoſe which are made Articles of Faith. 
We never pretend, that it left no School-Diſputes about the Points 
there determin d; but we ſay it went tod far in making ſome Schoo!- 
Points to be Points of Faith, when it had been more for the Peace of 


_ Chriſtendom to have left them to the Schools ſtill. Thus in the Point 


of Tranſubſtantiation, the elder School-men tell us, there were 


different Ways of explaining the Real Preſence; And that thoſe, which 
ſuppoſed the Subſtance to remain, were more agreeable to Reaſon 
and Scripture than the other ; and ſome were of Opinion, that the 


Modus 


wed. 
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Modus was no matter of Faith then. But after the Point of the 
Real Preſence came to be warmly contefted, in the time of Berengari- 
us, it roſe by degrees higher and higher, till at laſt the particular Modus 
came to be determined with an Anathema by the Council of Trent. 
When Berengarius, A. D. 1059. was forced to Recant by Nico- 
Jans II. with the Aſſiſtance of 11 3 Biſhops, no more was required 
of him, than to hold that the Bread and Wine after Conſecrati- 
on, are not only the Sacrament, but the true Body and Blood 
of Chriſt, and that it is ſenſibly handled and broke by the 
Priefts hands, and eaten by the Communicants. Here is no 
denying the Subſtance of Bread to remain; and Joh. Pariſienſis ob- 
ſerves, that the words cannot be defended but by an Aſſumption of 
the Bread; For, ſaith he, If the Body of Chriſt be truely and 
ſenſibly handled and eaten, this cannot be underſtood of 
Chriſt's Glorious Body in Heaven, but it muſt be of the Bread 


teally made the Body of Chriſt after Conſecration, 


The Senſe which the Canoniſts put upon the Words of this Recan- 
tation is abſurd, viz. that they are to be underſtood of the 
Species; For Berengarius his Opinion related to the Subſtance of 
Chriſt's Body which he denied to- be in the Sacrament, And what 


would it have ſignified for him to have ſaid that Chrift was ſenſibly 


broken and eaten under the Species of Bread and Wine? i. e. 


that his Body was not ſenſibly broken and eaten, butthe Species were. 


It had ſignified ſomething, if he had ſaid, there was no Subſtance of 
Bread and Wine left but onely the Species. But all the defign of 
this Recantation was to make him aſſert the Sacrament to be made 
the true and Real Body of Chriſt, in as ſtrong a manner, as the 
Pope and his Brethren could think of. And although the Canoniſts 
think, if ſtrictly taken, it implies greater Hereſie than that of 
Berengarius; yet by their favour, this Form was only thought fit to 
be put into the Canon-Law, as the Standard of the Faith of the 
Roman Church then; and the following Adjurat'on of Berenga- 


rius was only kept in the Regiſter of Gregory the ſeventh's Epiſtle. 5 


For about twenty years after, by Order of Gregory the VII. Be- 
rengarius was brought to another Adjuration, but by no means after 
the ſame Form with the former. For by this he was required to 
declare, that the Bread and Wine are ſubſtantially Converted 
into the true and proper Fleſh and Blood of Chriſt, and after 
Conſecration are the true Body of Chriſt born of the Virgin 
and Sacrificed upon the Croſs, and that ſits at the right hand 


— the Father; and the true Blood of Chriſt which was ſhed out 


of his Side, not onely as a Sacramental Sign, but in propriety 


of Nature and Reality of Subſtance. | This 


8 
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This was indeed a pretty bold Aſſertion of the Subſtantial Pre. 
ſence. And ſo much the bolder, if the Commentary on S. Matthew 
be Hildebrand's. For there he ſaith, the manner of the Con- 
verſion is uncertain. But, as far as I can judge, by Subſtantial 
Converſion he did not then mean, as the Council of Trent di, 
a total Converſion of one Subſtance into another, ſo as that 
nothing of the former Subſtance remains; but that there waz 2 
Change by. Conſecration, not by making the Body of Chriſt of 
the Subſtance of the Bread, but by its paſſing into that Body 
of Chriſt which was born of the Virgin, For, upon comparing 
the two Forms, there we ſhall find lies the main difference. Pape 
Nicolaus went on farther than to the true Body of Chriſt ; which 
it might be as well by Aſſumption, as Converſion; Gregory VII. 
went farther, and thought it neceſſary to add that the Change was int 
the Subſtance of that Body which was born of the Virgin, &. 


And ſo this ſecond Form excludes a true Body merely by Aſſumption, 
and aſſerts the Change to be into. the Subſtance of Chriſt's Body in 
Heaven; but it doth not determine, that nothing of the Subſtance of 


the Elements doth remain. For when be puts that kind of Subſtan- 
tial Converſion which leaves nothing but the Accidents, and 
the Body of Chriſt to be under them, which belonged to the 
Subſtance of the Elements; he declares this matter to be uncertain, 


* Which ſhews, that however a Change was owned into the Subſtance 
of Chriſt's Body, yet ſuch a total Converſion, as is determined 
by the Council of Trent, was not then made an Article of Faith. 


But from this ſuppoſition made by Hildebrand it appears, that 
the Doctrine of Subſtance and Accidents was then well known ; and 


therefore the introducing Ariftotle's Philoſophy from the Arabians 


afterwards could make no Alteration in this Matter. For the words of 
Hildebrand are as plain, as to the difference of Subſtance and Acci- 
dents, as of any of the School-men; and that the Accidents of the 
Bread and Wine might be ſeparated from the Subſtance of them; but 
this was not then made a Matter of Faith; as it was afterwards. 

But the caſe was remarkably alter d, after the Lateran Council 
under Innocent III. For Tranſubſtantiation being admitted there 
among the Articles of Faith; and ſo entered in the Canon Law in 
the very beginning of the Decretals; this did not merely become 4 
School-Term, but by the Inquiſitors of that time, it was ac- 
counted Hereſie to deny it. It may be ſufficiently proved by the School- 
men and Canoniſts, that a difference of Opinions, as to the Modus 
did ſtill continue, (but that belongs to a more proper place) and Joh. 
Pariſienſis declares (p. 103.) that the Lateran Council, in his 

Opinion, 
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re- Opinion did not make Tranſubſtantiation a Point of Faith or | 
ey at leaſt that Subſtance was not to be taken for the Matter, but 
on- the Suppoſitum; but the Inquiſitors went more briskly to work and 
tial made it downright Hereſie to aſſert, that the Subſtance of the Ele- 
oth, ments did remain after Conſecration, 
hat Of this, we have full Evidence in the Regiſter of Courtney Arch- 
S2 biſhop of Canterbury, (which is no Inviſible Manuſcript.) For 
of there we read, f. 25. that he called à ſelect Convocation of Biſhops, 
dy Divines and Canoniſts, May 17. A. D. 1382. to declare ſome 
ing Propoſitions to be Heretical, and fome to be Erroneus and contrary 
ope to the determination of the Church. Among the firſt, two are 
ich ſet down in the firſt Place, ED 
IL 1. That the material Subſtance of the Bread and Wine doth 
10 remain in the Sacrament of the Altar, after Conſecration. 

c. 2. That the Accidents do not remain without their Subject 

on, in that Sacrament after Conſecration. 

in Alter this the Archbiſhop ſent forth his Mandate to all his 

of Suffragans not only to prohibit the preaching of that Doctrine, but to 

n. inquire after thoſe who did it. And June 1 2. Robert Rygge Chan- 

nd cellour of Oxford and Thomas Brightwall appeared before him, 

he and were examined upon theſe Propoſitions z which they declared to be 

in. Heretical: who thereupon required the Publication of them as ſuch in 
ce the Univerſity ; and the proceeding againſt thoſe who were ſuſpected 

ed to favour them. BT 

The Ground the Archbiſhop went upon, was, that theſe had 

at been already condemned by the Church, and therefore ex abun- 

nd danti, they declared them to be ſo condemned; as appears by 

iy the Monition given to Robert Rygge himſelf as too much ſuſpected 
of to favour the contrary Doctrine; as well as Nicholas Hereford, 

le Philip Reppyndon D. D and John Aſhton B. D. | 

be Again ſt theſe the A rchbiſhop proceeded as Inquiſitor Hæreticæ 

at Pravitatis per toram ſuam Provinciam, as it is in the Record, 
| who appearing deſired a Copy of the ſeveral Propoſitions, and then 

al they were required to give in their judgment upon them. Aſhton 
5 refuſed, but the other promiſed, which they performed ſoon after; and 
5 to theſe two Propoſitions, their Anſwers were, | 

# Io the firſt, that as far as it was contrary to the Decretal, 

5 Firmiter Credimus, it was Hereſie. ds» 

l To the ſecond, that as far as it was contrary to the Decretal 

> Cum Marthe, it was Hereſie. | : 

h. Theſe Anſwers were judged inſufficient, becauſe they did not de- 
4 clare what the Senſe was, And the Archbiſhop put this Queſtion 
2 | 


to 


ö 
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give no other Anſwer at that time. But afterwards Reppyndon 


Regiſt. f. 47; 


to them, whether the ſame Numerical material Bread which 
before Conſecration was ſet upon the Altar, did remain in its 
proper Subſtance and Nature gfter Conſecration, but they would 


abjured, and was made Biſhop of Lincoln, 


From hence it appears, that it was then thought that the Modus 
was ſo far determin d by the Lateran Council, that the contrary 


Doctrine was declared not merely Erroneous in Faith, but Here- 


tical. | | 


In the firſt Convocation held by Th. Arundel Atchbiſhop of 
Canterbury A. D. 1396. A Complaint was brought, that ſeveral 


Divines and others of the Univerſity of Oxtord held ſome Heretical 
and Erroneous opinions; the firft whereof wa, ö 


Thar the Subſtance of Bread doth remain after Confecration; 
and doth not ceaſe to be Bread; which is there affirmed to be 


Hereſie, ſpeaking of material Bread. 


The ſecond, that the Court of Rome in the Can. Ego Beren- 
garius, had determined that the Sacrament of the Euchariſt is 
naturally true Bread. | Eo | 

It is very hard to ſay, how this came to be then accounted Heretical 
Doctrine, when no leſs a Man than Durandus in the ſame Age af- 
firms, that the Canoniſts grant that the Opinion of the ceaſing 
of the Subltance was grounded on the Can. Firmiter Credimus 
i. e. on the Lateran Council; but that of the remaining of the 
Subſtance on that, Ego Berengarius. 
for Heretical, or at leaſt very Erroneous Doctrine here; but the 
main Hereſie was to hold, that the Subſtance remained. 

For A. D. 1400. (as appears by the Regiſter p. 2 f. 179. 
William Sawtre, alias Chatris, a Parochial Prieſt in London, was 
ſummoned before the ſame Archbiſhop in Convocation upon an In— 
formation of Hereſte ; and one of the main Articles againſt him was, 
that he held the Subſtance of the Bread to remain in the Sacra- 
ment of the Altar after Conſecration; and that ir doth not ceaſe 
to be Bread. Sawtre anſwered, that he believed, that after Con- 
ſecration the Bread did remain with the Body of Chriſt, but it 
doch not ceaſe to be ſimply Bread, but it remains holy and true 
the Bread of Life and Body of Chriſt. The Archbiſhop exa- 
mined him chiefly upon this Article; and becauſe Ie did not anſwer 
home to the point, he was condemned for a Heretick, and was the fuſi 
who was burned for Hereſie in England. And yet his Anſwer was 
that he could not underſtand the matter; then the Archbiſhop 
asked him, it he would ſtand to the Church's tint ohe Soi} 


But however it paſſed 
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the Word 


tance remained, and the very Maſs,gn Chriſtmas- Day. The 
Archbiſhop fill preſſed him with the Churchs: Determipation.. ' 
Thorp ſaid, this was a School Nicety, whether Accidents could 
be without a Subject; no, ſaid the Archbiſhop, it is the Faich of 
the Church 1 go upon. Thorp: rephed, It. Was not fo for a 
thoufand Years aſter Chriſt. n IO 
In the Examination of the Lord 


Cobham, A. D. 1412. by the 


Jane Archbiſhop, we find that be owned ther Real)Breſences of Berg | 
Chrilt's Body 4s firmly as bis Accuſers 3 but he was condemnedifor f 


Hereſy, becauſe he held the Subſtance of Bread to remain. For 
the Archbiſhop declared this to be the Senſe of the Church, That 
aker Conſecration, remaineth no material Bread or Wine which 
were before, they being turned in Chriſt's very Body and Blood. 


The Original Words of the Archbiſhop, as they are in the Regifter, 
are theſe.” _ AS MIL. $ ne 4g 57 
The Faith and the Determination of holy Church, touching 
the bleſtfull Sacrament of the Auter 12 this, that after the 
Sacramental Wozds ben ſaid by a Pꝛeſt in his Malle, the 
material B2ed that was befoze is turned into Chꝛiſt s -veray 
Body. And the material Wyn that was befoze, is turned into 
Chꝛitt veray Blode, and ſo there leweth in the Auter, no ma- 
terial Bꝛede ne material Wyn the wich wer ther bypfoꝛe the 
ſaying of the Sacramental Wozds, - : Eq 
And the Biſhops afterwards ſtood up and ſaid, It is manifeſt 
Hereſy to ſay that it is Bread aſter the Sacramental Words be 
ſpoken ; becauſe it was againſt the Determination of holy 
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in a Speculative or Practical Senſe? For the Scovili 


| But to make all ſure, not many Tears after, May 4th, 755 D. 5 
the Council of Conſtance, Seſſion 8. declared the tio Pop 
before mentioned to be heretical, viz, to hold chat the Btince 
doth remain after Conſecration, and that the Accidents do not 
remain without a Subject. 5 n 

Let any impartial Reader judge hater it be any fatal Overlight 
to aſſert, that the Modus of the Real Prefence'was determne 
by the Council of Trent, Men there were ſo many leading Deterni. 
nations to it, which were generally owhel and received in the Church 


f Rome. Pur there were other Diſputes remaining in the Schools 


relating to this Matter; which we a0 not pretend 1 were ever eine 
by the C ouncil of Trent. Ae, =. 


(1.) Whether the Words of Conſeetarion are to be e 


TINS Wl ay, in the | 
former Senſe they do by no means prove Tranſub Wo 


ation, ſince 


it may be rruly ſaid This is my Body, though the Subſtance of 


Bread do rtmain, and that they 7 to be underſtood in a Practical 
Senſe 343. e. for converting the Bread i into the Boch, is not to be k. 


duced ex vi verborum, from the mere Force of the Words, but from 
the Senſe of the Church which hath ſo "underſtood them: Which in 
plain terms is to ſay, it cannot be proved from Scripture, but from 
the Senſe of the Church; and ſo Scotus doth acknowledge, but then 
he adds, that we are to judge this to be the Senſe of Scripture, 


5 becauſe the Church hath declared it. Which he doth not think 


was done before the Council of Lateran. So that this Council 


muſt be believed to have had as Tnfallible a Sj pirit in giving this Senſe 


of Scripture, as there was in the writing of i it ; ; fince it i not drawn 


from the Words, but added to them. On the 1b fide, the Thomiſts 


inſiſt on the Force of the Words themſelves ; for if, ſay they, from 

'ords be infer d that there is a Real. Preſence of the Subſtance 
of Chriſt's Body, then it follows thence, that there is no Subſtance of 
the Bread remaining ' for a Subſtance cannot be where it was not 
before,” but it muſt. *. change its Place, or another muſt be turned 
into it; ds Fire in 4 Houſe minſt" either be brought thither, or ſome 
other thing muſt be turned into Fire: But, ſay they, the Boch of 
Chrift cannot be brought from Heaven thither, for then it muſt leave 
the Place it bad theft, and muſt paſs through all the Bodies between ; 


and it is impoſſible, for the ſame Body to be locally ent in ſeveral 
Places; and therefore the Body of Chriſt cannot otherwiſe be really 


and jubſtautialy, prejent, but by the Converſion of the Subſtance of 
the Bread into it. 


4 


(2.) bb 


In 


to the Doctrine at that time received. Of this we have'two very 


5 3 The F KEFACE F 


1.) 10 what Manner the Body of Chriſt is made to be pre- 


ent in the Sacrament ? The Scotiſts ſay it is impoſſible to conceive it 
otherwiſe than by bringing it from the Place, where it already is ; the 
Thomiſts ſay that is impoſſible, - ſince that Body muſt be divided 


from it ſelf by ſo many other Bodies inter poſing. The former is [aid 
. "AY" 4H a e * 4. 
to be an adductive (oer ſion, the latter a productive; but then 


here lies another Difficulty, how there can be à productive Converſun 
of 4 thing already in being. But my Buſine /s is not to give an account 
1 new 1) rent they were from 
the Pot of Tranſubſtantiation; 4 that hot h theſe diſputing 
Parties did agree that the Moqus of the f 


and Blood of Chriſt, but they ill warmly diſputed about the Mo- 


dus of that, Modus; Viz; how a Body already in Being could be 


preſent in ſo many Places, without leaving that Place where it was 
already. And no Man, who hath ever lool d into theſe School-Dil- 
putes, can ever imagine that they diſputed about the Truth of the 
Doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation, but only aba 
plaining it. Wherein they do effectually overthro each others Notions, 
without being able to eſtabliſh their own ; as the Ele Ror of Cologn 


ruh obſerved of their Debates abont this Matter in the Council of 
| hy! 3 8 bs” 


VI. Where the Senſe of Wordshath been changed by the introdu- 


cing new Doctrines, there the Words ought to be undeMftood accurding 


may kable Inſtances in the Council , Trent. "i 45 e 5 4 
The ift i hieß that Council in its loft 


M don 
Zanonical Penanges in extraordinary 
Caſes ; but what could that ſignify, when the Can 
was laid aſide, and 4 new Method of dealing withPenitents was talen 
up, and another Trade driven with reſpect to Purgatory Pains? For 
bere was a new thing carried on under an old Name. And that hath 
been the great Artifice of the Roman Church where it bath: evi- 
dently gone of from the old Doctrines, yet to retain the old Names, 


that the unwary might ſtill think the Things were the ſame, becauſe 


the Names were. As in the preſent Cafe ; We deny not the uſe of 
Indulgences in the Primitive Church, as the Word was uſed for 
Relaxations of the Canonical Dilcipline ; but we utterly deny it 


2992 as 


dus of the Real Preſetice was defined 
to be by changing the Subſtance of che Elements into Me Body 


the m anner of ex 


onical Diſcipline a 


as to the Pains of Purgatory. And that this was the Senſe then 
receiv d in the Church of Rome, appears from the Papal Conſtitution 
of Boniface VIII. Clemens VI. and Leo X. But of theſe more 


hereafter. | 

The other Inſtance is in the Word Species uſed by the Council 
of Trent, Seff. 13. Can. 2. where,an Anathema is denounced 
againſt him that denies the Converſion of the whole Subſtance 
of the Elements. into the Body and Blood of Chriſt, the Spe- 
cies of Bread and Wine only remaining. Now 4 Controverſy 
hath been ſtarted in the Church of Rome, what is to be underſtoad 

by Species, wheth?7 real Accidents, or only Appearances. 
S omen / the Church of Rome, "who have had a Taſte of the © 
new Philoſophy, reje& any real: Accidents, and yet declare Tranſub- 
3 ſtantiation to be a Matter of Faith, and go about to explain the No- 
* tion of it in another manner. Among theſe one Emanuel Maignan, 
cra, Part2. @ Profeſſor of Divinity at Tholouſe, hath at large undertaken this 
Append. 5. Matter. The Method be takes is this: EY OT * 
(i..) He grants, that nothing remains of the Bread after Conſe- | 
cration, but that Whereby it was an Object of Senſe; becauſe 
that which is really the Being of one thing, cannot be the Being of 
another. And be confeſſes, that the Modus, as to the not being 
of the Subſtance after Conſecration, is determin'd by the Councils of 


5 i i + 


- 


Conſtance and Trent. n 

(2.) He afſerts, that real Accidents, ſuppoſing them ſeparable from 

the Subſtance, are not that whereby the Elements are made the Objects 
/ Senſe, ; becauſe they do not make the Cenjunction between the Ob- 
ject and the Faculty. 1 * © e * 
63.) Since be denies that Accidents have any real Being diſtin#t 
from the Subſtance they are in, he grants, that it is as much a Mat- 
ter of Faith, that there are are #6 real Accidents after Conſecration, 
as that there is no real Subſtance 5 and he brings the Authorities of | 
the Councils of Lateran, Florence and Trent to prove it. 

(4.) ds the Subſtance did by Divine Concourſe ſo act upon the 
Senſes before, as to make it be an Object of Senſe ; ſo after Conſe- 
cration, God by lis immediate Act makes the ſame Appearances, 
although the Subſtance be gone. And this, he ſaith, is the Effect 
of this miraculous Converſion, which is concealed from our Senſes, by 
God's immediate cauſing the very ſame Appearances, which came 
before from the Subſtance. Which Appearances, he ſaith, are the 


Species mention d by the Council of Trent, and other elder Conn- 
cils and Fathers. 1 


i 


. bs Againſt 
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Againſt this new Hypotheſis, 105 FE I Jofukez »\ | Theophitix 
Raynaudus, oppoſed himſelf with great Vehemency, mange theſe 
Arguments againſt it. cramp + 1 d K ore e Ai IA 

(i That it overthrous the very Nature of 4 Helfen, 0 leaving 
10 2 4 idle © Ml 45 4 e 8 . tier 00% n Kay 


Which, he Vi, 6 150 be underſtood 10 whe Saban, "as 2 as 1 of 
the Body of Chriſt, and 9 re cannot Are it / 
Appearance. \ OST 150 oth 

(3.) 1t is not. conſi ent with the; A, det ww" 40 0 , 
mental Species, as to be trod under Foot, to be caſt into inde- 
cent Places, to be devoured by Brutes, to be putrified, Sc. If 
the Body of Chriſt withdraws, there muſt be ſomething ord, mere 
Appearances. 

(4.) He makes this DoFtrine to be Heretical, becauſe the Coun- 
cit-of -Conftance- condemned it as un Heretieat Propoſtion, : t 
afirm, that in the Euchariſt Accidents do not remain * 
their Subject; and becauſe the Council of Trent uſes the Word 


Species in the Senſe then generally received, and ſo it ſignifies the ſame 
57 becauſe the 


with Accidents. Which, ſaith be, farther appears 


Council ſpeaks of the Py mene 55 but if theregbe no real 
5 . new Ap- 


VII. What * were 4; Apa 4 . ly 5 in the Coun- 


cil, without being cenſured for it, altponghthe) were afterwards decreed 
tba Major Party, yet cannot te? to have been, there" received þ 
a Catholick Tradition. Hecauſe Matters of Faith, which have 
been univerſally received in the Church, can never he ſuppoſed to be 
conte ſted in a Council-without Cenfure + but Fit apfeurr that there 
were Heats and warm Debates s among the Parties in the Council it 
ſelf, and both think they ſpeak®the Senſe of the Catholick Church; 
then we muſt either allow that there was then no known Catholick 
Tradition abcut thoſe Matters, or that the Divines of the Church 
of Rome aſſemble in Council did not underſtand what it was. 
And what happens to be decreed by 4 Majority, can nòver be conclu- 
ded from thence to have been the Tradition before, becauſe there was 
a different Senſe, of others concerning it. And ſince in a Diviſion a 
ſingle Perſon may make a Majority, it will be very hard to believe, 


that 


— 


j 

' 

ſ 

p 

od | 
. 
t 
i 
| 

4 

1 

oy | 

: 

| 

| 

b 


B 00000 


5 


5 . SS  . ' * * . WV . 4 «> * mY FS n 2 ad cel * * 888 4 2 8 
o * w- ” 
S ; - 


* 


. 


prove, that in the main Points, in Controverſy between us, which are 


that be carries Infallibility and Catholick Tradition along with 
But I think it reaſonable, in the Enquiry after Catholick T radi. 
tion, to take Notice of the different Opinions in the Council, and 
among the School-men before it ; and not only to obſerve what was 
the Senſe of the Roman Church, but of the Eaſtern Churches to, 
and where the Matter requires it, to go through the ſeveral Ages of 
the Church, up to the Apoſtolical Times; that I may eſfectual) 


eſtabliſhed by the Council of T'rent, there cannot be produced ay 
Catholick and Apoſtolical Tradition for them. 
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_ 7. Fo 1 ahis cls is no lch . as Nane 
Tradition for the main” Points in Controverſy between 
5 us and the Church of Rome, as they are determined by 

the Council of Trent. 

2. To give an Account by whos Steps and Degrees, £4 on what 
Occaſions thoſe Doctrines and Practices came into the Church. 

But before I come to particulars, I ſhal lay down ſonde reatonable 

1. That a Catholict Fradition muſt be univerſally 
ſound Members of the Catholick Church. 

2. That the force of Tradition lies in the Certainty of Conveyance 
of Matters of F.ith from the Apoſtolical Times; for no new Doctrines 
being pretended to, there can be no Matter of Faith in any Age of 
the Church, but what was ſo in che precedent, and fo. up tothe Apo- 
ſtles times. 

That it is impoſſible to ſuppoſe the ines of the Catholick 
Church to be ignorant What was in their own time received for Ca. 
tholick Tradition, For if it be ſo hard for others to miſtake j it, it will 
be much more ſo for thoſe whoſe Bulinefs 1 is to enquire into, and to 
deliver Matters of Faith. 

Theſe things premiſed, I now enter r upon the Points them hee; ; 
and I begin with, 


eived among the 


ER 


I. Tradition” 3 being a Kule of 5 aith equal with Sert⸗ 
ptures. 


This is declared by the Council of Trent as the © Ground. worte of their 
Proceedings. | 

The Words are, Seſſ. 4. That the Council recgives Traditions both as to Necnon Tra- 
Faith and Manners, either delivered b Chriſt himſelf with his own Mouth, cnn ip- 
or dictated by the Holy Ghoſt, and preſerved in the Catholic Church by a _ an ad 
continual Succeſſion, with equal Pitty of Affection and Keverence as the ee 
Proofs of holy Scripture. ; pertinentes. 


tanquam vel 
a conlervatas⸗ 


ore tenus a Chriſto vel a Spiritu ſancto dictatas, & continui Gucceffione 3 in Eccleſia Catholic 
E pari pietatis affectu ac reverentia ſuſcipit & veneratur. ae 


Where the Council firſt ſuppoſes 7 ry ſach Traditidns from Chrit 
and the Holy Ghoſt diitinit from Scr iptur e which relate to Faith; and then 
it declares equal Reſpect and Veneration due to them. No one queſtions 


. but 
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but the Word of Chriſt and Dictates of the Holy 


Ghoſt deſerve equal 
Reſpect, how ſoever conveyed to us; But the Point is whether there 
was a Cathalick Tradition before this time for an unwritten Word, as a 
Foundation of Faith, together with the written Word. * 
1. It is therefore impertinent here to talk of a Tradition before the writ. 
ten Mord; for our Debate is concerning both being joined together to 


make a perfect Rule of Faith : and yet this is one of the common Pleas 
> e 1. . SS 1 4 yy 4 * 


on behalf of Tradition. _. | ""* 

2. It is likewiſe impertinent to talk of that Tradition whereby we 
do receive the written Word. For the Council firſt ſuppoſes the writ- 
ten Word to be received and embraced as the Word of God, before it 
mentions the unwritten Word; and therefore, it cannot be underſtood 
concerning that Tradition whereby. we. receive the Scriptures.” And 
the Council affirms,” That the Truth of the Goſpel is contained partly in 
Books that are written, and partly is unwritten Tradition, 7 he.Truth 


„ 


of the Goſpel they cannot mean thè Scriptures being the Word o God, 
but that the Word was contained partly in Scripture and pa! fy in Tra- 


dition; auch is therefore impertinent to urge the Tradition for Scri- 
pture to prove Tradition to be part of the Rule of Faith, as it is here 


owned by the Council of Trent. 


I be Countildoth not here ſpeak ofa Traditionary ſenſe of Scripture, 
but of a diſtin&t Rule of Faith from the Scripture. For of that it ſpeaks. 


afterwards in the Decree about the uſe of the Scripture; where it ſaith, 


no man ought to interpret Scriptare againſt the Senſe of the Church, to whom it 


belongs to judge of the true Senſe and Meaning of Scripture, nor againſt. the 
unanimous Conſent of the Fathers, Wo hereby it is evident, the Council is 


not to be underſtood of any Conſequences drawn out of Scripture con- 
cerning things not expreſly contained in it; but it clearly means an- 
unwritten Word diſtinct from the written, and not contained in it, 


Which, together with that, makes up a Complete Rule of Faith. This 


being the true ſenſe of the Council, I now ſhew that there was no 


Catholic Tradition for ili. WL 

Which I ſhall prove bytheſe ſteps : EC p13, 1 
1. From the Proceedings of the Council it ſelf, ©: . 
2. From the Teſtimony of the Divines of that Church before the 


Council for ſeveral Centuries... 


3. From the Canon Law reteived and allowed in the Church of 
Rome, 8 i iQ e 

4. From the ancient Offices uſed in that Church. 

5. From the Teſtimony of the Fathers. 


1. From the Proceedings of the Council about this matter. 


Hy the Poſtulata it appears, that a Catholic Tradition is ſuch as muſt 


Hiſt. Concil. 
Trident. J. 6. 
„ . . . 


be known by the ſound Members of the Church, and eſpecially of the 
Divines in it. But it appears by the moſt allowed Hiſtories of that 
Council, this Rule of Faith was not ſo received there. For Cardinal 
Pallavicini tells us that it was warmly debated and canvaſſed even by 
the Biſhops themſelves. The Biſhop of Faxo (Bertanus) urged againſt 
it, hat God had not giuen equal firmneſs to Tradition as he had done to 
Scripture, ſince ſeveral Traditions had failed, But the Biſhop of Bitonto 
(Mu ſſus) oppoſed him, and ſaid, Though all Truths were not equally to be 


rig arded, yet every Word of God ought, and Traditions as well as Scripture 


were the Word of God, and the firſt Principles of Faith; and the greater 
part of the Council followed him, It ſeems then there was a Diviſion 8 
| the 


N 


Salvation; and he inſtances in the things to be done, 


for Traditions being a Rule of Faith. 439 

the Council about it; but how could that be, if there were a Catho- 
lick Tradition about this Rule of Faith? Could the Biſhops of the 
Catholick Church, when aſſembled in Council to determine Matters 
of Faith, be no better agreed about the Rule of Faith; and yet mult * 
we believe there was at that time a known Catholick Tradition about 
it, and that it was impoſſible they ſhould err about ſuch a Tradition? 
Nay farther, the ſame Author tells us, that although this Biſhop had 
gained the greateſt part of the Council to him, yet his own Heart 
miſgave him, and in the next Congregation himſelf propoſed, that 
inſtead of equal, it might be put a lite Veneration; and yet we muſt 
believe there was a Catholick Tradition for an equal Veneration to 
Scripture and Tradition. Bat the Biſbop of Chioza, (Naclantus) he 
faith, inveightd more bitterly againſt this Equality, and in the Face of the 
Council charged the Doctrine with Impiety ; and he would not allow any N. 4. 
Divine Inſpiration to Tradition, but that they were to be conſidered 
cnely as Laws of the Church. It's true, he ſaith, he profeſſed to con- 
ſent to the Decree afterwards, but withal he tells us, that he was 
brought under the Inquiſition not long after; upon Suſpicion of Hereſy, 
which ſhews they were not well ſatisfied with his Submiſſion. We 
are extremely beholden to Cardinal Pallauicini for his Information in 
theſe Matters, which are paſt over too jejunely by F. Paal. 

2. I proceed to the Teſtimony of the Divines of the Roman Church 
before the Council of Trent. It is obſerved by ſome of them, that 
when the Fathers appealed to the Tradition of the Church in any 
controverted Points of Faith; they made their Appeal to thoſe who 
wrote before the Controverſy was ſtarted ; as St. Auguſtin did againſt Aug. J. 2. c. 
the Pelagians, &c. This is a reaſonable Method of proceeding, in caſe Julian. 
Tradition be a Rule of Faith; and therefore muſt be ſo even in this 
point; whether Tradition be ſuch a Rule or not, For the Divines 
who wrote before could not be ignorant of the Rule of Faith they 
received among themſelves. 

Gabriel Biel lived in the latter end of the 15th Century, and he af- 
firms, That the Scripture alone teaches all things neceſſary to 


Et cætera noſtræ ſaluti ne- 


and to be avoided, to be loved and to be deſpiſed, to __ rags Fe v6 Fg 2 


be believed, and to be hoped for. And again, That the Will in Canon. Miſſæ 71. 

of God is to be underſtood by the Scriptures, and by them a- Hrxc autem in lacris Scri- 
lone we know the whole Will of God. If the whole Will of Pain diſcuntur, per quas 
God were to be known by the Scripture, how could part nr yo eee bo 5 
of it be preſerved in an un written Tradition? And if 

this were then part of the Rule of Faith, how could ſuch a Man, 

who was Profeſſor of Divinity at Tabing, be ignorant of it? I know 

he faith, he took the main of his Book from the Lectures of Eggelin- 

gus, in the Cathedral Church at Mentæ; but this adds greater Strength 

to the Argument, ſince it appears hereby that this Doctrine was not 


confined to the Schools, but openly delivered in one of the moſt fa- 


mous Churches of Germany. 3 8 | 
Cajetan died not above 12 Years before the Council, who agrees x... goo 
with this Doctrine of Biel or Eggelinus, (and he was accounted the tendit utili- 


Oracle of his time for Divinty) and he affirms, That the Scripture gives tas divinæ 


| F : Scriptutæ ad 
1 hominis Dei {hoc eſt qui totum ſeipſum Deo dar) perfectionem inquam talem ut fir per- 
ectus ad omne bonum exercendum. In 2 ad Tim. 3. 16. | 
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ſuch a Perfection to a Man of God (or one that devoutiy ſerves him) th 
thereby he is accompliſbed for every good Work ; how can this be, if there 
be another Rule of Faith quite diſtinct from the written Word? 

Dico il a Bellarmine indeed grants, -That all things which are ſimply neceſſary to the 
omma Scrip- Salvation of all, are plainly contained in Scripture ; by which he yields 
ta eſſe ab A. that the Scripture alone is the Rule of Faith as to neceſſary Points: and 

2 . cc he calls the Scripture the certain and ſtable Rule of Faith, yea, the moſt 

neceſſaria, & certain and moſt ſecure Rule, If there be then any other, it muſt be 

quz iff pa- leſs certain, and about Points not neceſſary to Salvation; i. e. it muſt be 
lam omnibus à Rule, where there is no need of a Rule, For if Mens Salvation be 

26 rig ſufficiently provided for by the written Rule, and the Divine Reyelz. 

Bcliarm, de tion be in order to Mens Salvation, what need any other Revelation 


zerbo Dei. to the Church, beſides what is written? 
„ LD 


Lind imprimis ſtatuendum erit Propheticos & Apoſtolicos libros juxta mentem Eccleſiæ Catholicæ ye- 
rum eſſe verbum Dei & certam ac ſtabilem Regulam fidei, Id. I. 1. c. 1. 


At ſacris Scripturis quæ Prophericis & Apoſtolicis literis continentur, nihil eſt notius, nihil certius. 
. Wy | | 


Quare cum ſacra Scriptura Regula credendi certiſſima tutiſſimaque fir. 15d. 


L. 4. c. 9. He aſſerts farther, That nothing is de fide, but what God hath revell. 
ed to the Prophets and Apoſtles, or is deduced from thence, This he brings 
to prove that whatſoever was received as a Matter of Faith in the Church, 
which is not found in Scripture, muſt have come from an Apoſtolical Tradi- 
tion. But if it be zeceſſary to Salvation, according to his own Concel- 
ſion, it muſt be written; and if it be not, how comes it then to be 
received as a Matter of Faith ? Unleſs it be firſt proved, that it is 
neceſſary to Salvation to receive an unwritten Rule of Faith, as well 
as a written: For either it muſt be neceſſary on its own Account, 
and then he faith it muſt be written; and if not, then it can be no 
otherwiſe neceſſary, than becauſe it is to be believed on the Account 
ot a Rule, which makes it neceſſary; and conſequently that Rule 
mult be firſt proved to be a neceſſary Article of Faith, which Belly. 
mine hath no where done; but only ſets down Rules about know- 
ing true Apoſtolical Traditions from others in Matters of Faith, where- 

in he wiſely ſuppoſes that which he was to prove. | 

And the true Occaſion of ſetting up this new Rule of Faith is in- 
timated by Bellarmine himſelf, in his firſt Rule of judging true Apo- 
ſtolical Traditions; which is, Whez the Church believes any thing as « 
Doctrine of Faith, which is not in Scripture, then faith he, we muſt judge 
it to be an Apoſtolical Tradition. Why ſo ? Otherwiſe the Church muſ 
have erred, in taking that for a Matter of Faith which was not, And this 
is the great Secret about this ew Rule of Faith; they ſaw plainly ſe- 
veral things were impoſed on the Faith of Chriſtians, which could 
not be proved from Scrip:are, and they muſt not yield they had once 
miſtaken ; and therefore this new, additional, leſs certain Rule for 
anneceſſar; Points muſt be advanced, although they wanted Tradition 
among themſelves to prove Tradition a Rule of Faith; which I ſhall now 
tarther make appear from their own School-Divines before the Coun- 
cil of Trent. | 

Etquamum 


ad ea que „ We are to obſerve among them what thoſe are they ſtrictly call 
proporanrur Theological Truths, and by them we ſhall judge what they made the 
omaibus cre- Rule of Faith, For, they do not make a bare Revelation to any Per. 
—_—_— ſon a ſufficient Ground for Faith; but they tay, * The Revelation maſt 
1 be publick, and deſigned for the general Benefit of the Church; and ſo 


171. prol. Aquinas 


Sr 


r Traditions being a Rule of, Faith. © © 
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' Aquinds determines, That our Faith reſts only upon the Revelations made 1 q. 22 


che Prophets and Apoſties ; and Theological Truths are ſuch as are imme- 
lately deduced from the Principles Faith; i. e. from pablick Divine 
Revelations owned and received by the Church. The modern School- pielcb. Can. + 
men, who follow the Council of Trent, make Theological Truths to be l. 12. e. 3. 
deduced from the unwritten, 4s well as written Word ; or elſe they ,would 

not ſpeak conſonantly to their own Doctrine. And therefore if thoſe 

before them deduce Theological Traths only from the written Word, 

then it will follow that they did not hold the anwritten Word to be 4 

leo Faith, | 5 . by | 10 xt 1 85 1 
2 2 ab Ing hen was firſt Profeſſor of Divinity of Heidelberg, (at 
the latter end of the 15% Century, ſaich Bellar mine, but Trithemius | 
faith the 147%) and he determines, That a Theological Propoſition is that Marſil. in 4 
which is poſitively aſſerted in Seripture, or deduced from thence by good Con- lib. Seuteat. 
equence 3 and that a Theological Truth, ftrifily taken, is the Truth of an l. p rity. 0h 
Article of Faith, or ſomethin expreſſed in the Bible, or deduced from thence. EM ro! 
He mentions Apoſtolical Traditions afterwards, and joins them with | 
Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtories and Martyrologies ; ſo far was he from ſuppoling 
them to be part of the Rule of Faith. 9 f 

In the beginning of the 15th Century Rved Petrus de Alliaco, one as 
famous for his Skill in Divinity, as for his Dignity in the Church, he 
ſaith, That Theological Diſcourſe is founded on Scripture, and a Theological Per. de Allia- 
Proof muſt be drawn from thence ; that Theological Printiples are the Touths co in Sent. 
contained in the Canon of Scripture; and Concluſions are ſuch as are drawn ; 8 8 
out of what is contained in Scripture, So that he not only makes the 
Scripture the Foundation of Faith, but of all ſorts of true Reaſoning about 
it. He knew nothing of Cardinal Pallavicini's two firſt Principles of 
Faith. 33 

' To the ſame Purpoſe ſpeak Gregorius Arimi nenſis, about the middle 
of the 14th Century; he faith, All Theological Diſcoarſe is grounded on Greg, Ari- 
Scripture, and the Conſequences from it: Which he not only proves min. f. . 42 
from Teſtimony, but ex communi omnium conceptione, from the general | 
Conſent of all Chriſtians , for, ſaith he, All are agreed that then a thing 
is proved Theologically, when it is proved from the Words of Scripture. 8o 
that here we have plain Tradition againſt Traditions being a diſtinct Rule 
of Faith ; and this delivered by the General of an Order in the Church 
of Rome, He affirms, That the Principles of Theology, are no other 
than the Truths contained in the Canon of Scriptare ; and that the Re- 
ſolution of all Theological Diſcoarſe is into them; and that there can be 
no Theological Concluſion but what is drawn from Scripture. 

In the former part of that Century lived Darandus; he gives a Durand, 
threefold Senfe of Theology. r. For a Habit whertby we aſſent to thoſe Prol. Q. 5. 
things which are cantained in Scripture, as they are there delivered, 2, ' * 

a Habit whereby thoſe —_ are donde and declared which are delivered in 4. 13. 
Scripture, 3. For a Habit of thoſe things which are deduced out of Articles 
of Faith; and ſoit is all one with the holy Scripture, 44. 

And in another Place he affirms, That all Truth is contained in the I. 3. pips, 
Holy Scripture at large; but for the People's Conveniency the neceſſary Points 23. 1. 2. 
are ſummed up in the Apoſtles Creed. 7 | 

In his Preface before his Book on the Sentences, he highly commends 
the Scriptures = their Dignity, their Uſefulneſs, their C ertainty, their 
Depth; and after all concludes, That in Matters of Faith Men ought to 
ſpeak agreeably to the Scriptures; and whoſoever doth not, breaks the Rule 
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of the Scriptures, which he calls the Meaſure of our Faith. , What Traditi. 
on did appear then for another Rule of Faith in the 14tb Century ? 
But before I proceeded higher I ſhall jſhew the 1 of others with 
theſe School Divines in the three laſt Centuries before the Council of Trent, 
In the middle of the 15% lived Nicholaus Panormitanus one of the mich. 
ty Reputation for his skill in the Caron Law. In the Ch. Signifiaſi 
prima. 1. De Electione, debating the Authority of Pope and Council 
Nam in he faith, If the Pope hath better Reaſon his Authority is greater than the 


3 Councils; and if any private perſon in matters of Faith hath better Reaſon 


% 
* 

Ls „ mY 
* 


tiam dictum out of Scriptare than the Pope, his ſaying is to be preferred above the . 


unius privati Which Words do plainly ſhew, that the Scripture was then looked on 


cſſer at as the ozely Rule of Faith; or elſe no Man's grounding himſelf on Sci. 


qicto Papz, pture could make his Doctrine to be preferred before the Pope's; who 
k ille move- Might alledge Tradition againſt him, and if that were an equal Ruleof 
8 melio- Faith, the Doctrine of one Rule could not be preferred before the other, 
eee nn „„ 
veteris Teſtamenti quam Papæ. r 7 82 | 8 3 


At the ſame time lived Toſfatus the famous Biſhop. of 4vila, one of 
| infinite Induſtry and great Judgment, and therefore could not * mi- 
Cum ergo ſtaken in the Rule of Faith, In his Preface on Geneſis he faith, that there 
in om ve uſt be a Rule for our underſtandings to be regulated by, and that Rule muſt 
tirate teri tas SS > a a l vhs a | 
divinaſitcer. he moſt certain; and that is contained in Scripture, and therefore we. mu 
rior & im- regulate our underitandings thereby. And this he makes to be the meaſure of 


” 


murabilior, "Truth and Falſbood, If he knew: any other Rule of Faith beſides the 


ergo Omnes e $2. * 2 . 7 . : 1 * | ”j 
al debent Of aur es, he would have mentioned it in this place; and not have di- 


. ec ro them, as dea megar of Teh ad be, 


illam, & in ; | n. 
quantum coformantur uli ſunt veræ; in quantum autem deviant ab illa, deviant 4 natura veritatis. Sacra 


autem Scriptura veritas divina eſt, ideo judicium noſtrum debemus regulare per illam applicando ad eam, 
&c. Taſtat. in Ep. Hieron. C. 6. P- 28. D. 5 þ © d 1744 ; | ; 


Me In the beginning of this Century Thomas Walden (Confeſſor to our 
Henry V. faith Thrithemius,) diſputed ſharply: againſt Wiclliſt; but he 
durſt not ſet up the Church's Authority or Tradition equal with the Scri- 
ptures, For when he mention Tradition after Scripture, he utterly 
Non quod in Auctoritate aiſclaims any ſuch thought as that of Equality between them; but 


æquantur, abſit; ſed ſequan- he deſires a due diſtance may be kept between Canonical 
tur. Non quidem in ſubſi- 


lum Auctoritatis Canonicæk, | : ; .4 ; 
ſed in admonitionem poſte- firſt place he faith we ought to believe the holy Scriptures; 


rorum. I. 2. Art. 2. c. 22. then he Definitions and CuStoms of the Catholick Church; 
a but he more fully explains himſelf in another place, where 
e. 2. he plainly aſſerts, that nothing elſe is to be received by ſuch Faith as the 
Scripture and ChriſPs ſymbolical Church; but for all other Authorities, the 
loweſt negree is that of Catholick Tradition, the next of the Biſhops, eff ecially 
of te Apoſtolical Churches, and the Roman in the firſt place; and + al, 
theſe he places that of a General Council; but when he hath ſo done, he 
faith, all theſe Authorities are to be regarded but as the Inftruitions of Elders, 
and Admonitions of Fathers, So that the chief Oppoſers of Wickliff had 
not yet found out this zew Rule of Faith. 
Joh. Gerſon, 


en Dectr. ella declared, in the Council of Conſtance, to be the greateſt Divine in hit 


Pars. 1. Conf, lime, and therefore could not be ignorant of the true Rule of Faith. He 
5. agrees With Panormitay in this, that if a Man be well skilled in Scriptures, 
his Doctrine deſerves more to be regarded than the Pope's Declaration; for, 

ſaith 


Scripture and Ecc eſiaſtical Authority or Tradition, In the 


Much about the fame time lived Joh. Gerſon, whom Cardinal Taba. 


ſaith 
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rith he, the Goſpel is more to be believed than the Pope, 2nd if Fd 8 r 
reaches a Doctrine to be contained in Scripture, which the Pope either knows 


farther, that if in 4 General Council he finds the Majority incline to that part 

which is contrary to Scripture, he is bound to oppeſe it, and he inſtances in 

Hilary. And he ſhews, that ſince the Canon of Scripture received by the 

Charch, no Authority of the Church is to be equalicd to it, He allows 4 

Judgment of Diſcretion in private perſons, and a Certainty of the literal _ uf 

Senſe of Scripture attainable thereby. He makes the Scripture the onely Nihil av 

ſtanding Infallible Rule of Faith for the whole Church to the end of the world, gendum dis 

And whatever Doctrine is not agreeable thereto, is tobe rejected either as Here. cere de divi- 

tical, ſuſpicious, or impertinent to Religion. If the Council of Trent had 5 2iſi que 
5 / kad never heard of che U nobis 4 ſacra 

gone by this Rule, we had never heard of the Creed of Pius IV. ſeriptura tra- 

V ge Eg dita ſunt. 

Cujus ratio eſt, quo niam leriptura nobis tradita eſt tanquam Regula ſufficiens & 1ofallibilis, pro Net. 

mine totius Eceleſiaſtici corporis & membrorum uſque in finem ſeculi. Eſt igitur talis ars, talis regula, 

vel exemplar, cui ſe non conformans alia Doctrina, vel abjicienda eft ur harericalis, aut ſuſpecta, aut 

impertinens ad Religionem prorſus eſt habenda. Exam. Doctr. Part. 2. Conſid. I. | 


In the beginning of the 14th Century lived Nicolaus de Lyra, who LyrajPrefat. 
arallels the Scriptures in matters of Faith with Firſt principles in Sciences + lib. Tobiz, 

5s 4 other Truths are tried in them by their reduction to Firſt-principles, ſo | 
in matters of Faith by their reduction to Canonical Scriptures, which are of 
divine Revelation, which is impoſſible to be 1 If he had known any 
other Principles which would have made Faith impoſſible to be falſe, 
he would never have ſpoken thus of Scripture alone. But to return to 
the School Divines. 3 

About the ſame time lived Joh. Duns Scotus, the head of a School, 
famous for Subtilty; He affirms, that the Holy Scripture doth ſufficiently 3 
contain all matters neceſſary to Salvation; becauſe by it we know what we are tent. Fer ogg 
to believe, hope for, and practice. And after he hath enlarged upon them, Q. 2. u. 14. 
he concludes in theſe words, patet quod Scripturd'ſacra fataler continet 
Doftrinam neceſſariam viatori. If this be underſtood onely of Points 
ſimply neceſſary, then however it proves, that all ſuch things neceſſary 
to Salvation are therein contained ; and no Man is bound to enquire 
after unneceſſary Points. How then can it be neceſſary to embrace 
another Rule of Faith, when all things neceſſary to Salvation are ſuf- 
liciently contained in Scripture ? | 

But Thomas Aquinas is more expreſs in this matter; For he ſaith, Ea enim 
that thoſe things which depend on the Will of Goa, and are above any deſert of quæ ex tola 
ours, can be known no otherways by us, than as they are delivered in Scrj. 3 
ptures by the Mill of God, which is made known to us. ; ne 1% Ho 


2 x ; . R . ; — , 3 Creaturæ, 
nobis innoteſcere non poſſunt, niſi quatenus in ſacra Scriptura traduntur, per quam Divina voluntas nobis 


innoteſcit. 3. q. 1. a. 3. in C. 


This is ſo remarkable a Paſſage, that Svare could not let it eſcape 
without corrupting it ; for inſtead of Scripture he makes him to ſpeak of Suarez, in 3. 
Divine Revelation in general, viz. under Scripture he comprehends all SY rt 
that is, under the written Word he means the unwritten, If he had 
meant ſo, he was able to have expreſſed his own mind more plainly ; 
and Cajetan apprehended no ſuch meaning in his words, But this is a 
matter of ſo great conſequence, that I ſhall prove from other paſſages 
in him, that he aſſerted the ſame Doctrine, viz, That the Scripture was 


the onely Rule of Faith. | 
| 1. He 


1 FE Catholick, Tradition 5 


Authori- 1. He makes 0 Proofs of matters of Faith to be ſufficient but ſuch as ar: 
tatibus au- | 


. deduced from Scripture ; and all other Arguments from Authority to be gy] 
tem Canoni- 9 


3 robable ; nay although ſuch Perſons had particular Revelations, How can 
A” his be conliſtent with another Rule of Faith diſtintt from Scripture? 
priè ex neceſ- For if he had owned any ſuch, he muſt have deduced neceſſary Argu- 


firate _ ments from thence, as well as from Canonical Scriptures. But i all 
mentandoz 


- aorraribus e Authorities be only probable, then they cannot make any thing 


autem alio- neceſſary to be believed. 
rum Docto- 


rum Eccleſiæ quaſi arguendo ex propriis. ſed probabilirer., Innititur enim fides noſtra Revelationi Apo- 


. . . . o bd . . 6's 1 
&!is & Prophetis ſanctæ, qui Canonicos libros ſcriplerunt, non autem Revelationi fi qua fuit aliis Docbo. 
ribus facta. 1. q. I. a. 8. ad 2. | 


Que ipi- 2. He affirms, that to thoſe who receive the Scriptures we are to prove no. 

e. unt thing but by the Scriptures, as matter of Faith, For by Authorities he 
C nada | . , 

probari niſi means nothing but the Scriptures ; as appears by the former place, and 


per Autorita- by what follows, where he mentions the Canon of Scripture exprelly. 
res his qui | 


Autoritates ſuſcipiunt. 1. q. 32. a. 1. c. * | 
Si autem ad veritatem eloquiorum ſc. ſacrorum reſpicir, hoc & nos Canone utimur. Ib. 


3. He aſſerts that the Articles of the Creed are all contained in Scripture, 

Dicendum and are drawn out of Scripture, and put together by the Church only for the 
quod veritas Eaſe of the People, From hence it neceſſarily follows that the Reaſon 
-_ — of believing the Articles of the Creed, is to be taken from the written 
lea con- Mord and not from any unmritten Tradition, For elſe he needed not to 


tinetur--ided have been ſo careful to ſhew, that they were all taken out of Scripture, 
fuit neceſſa- n 


rium ut ex ſententiis Sacræ Scripturæ aliquid manifeſtum ſummarie colligeretur, quod proponeretur om- 


nibus ad credendum; quod quidem non eſt additum Sacræ Scripturæ, fed potius ex Sacra Scriptura 
ſumptum. 2. 2. q. 1. a. 9. ad primum. | | 


| 4. He diſtinguiſheth the Matters of Faith in Scripture, ſome to be believed 
Quantum for themſelves, which he calls prima Credibilia; theſe he faith cvery one 
2 ja # bound explicitly to believe; but 2 other things he is bound onely implicitly, 
que ſunt Ar- or in 4 preparation of wind, to believe whatever is contained in Scripture; 


riculi ſidei, aud then onely is he bound to believe explicitly when it is made clear to him to 
tenetur homo 


fene ere be contained in the Doctrine of Faith. Which words muſt imply the 
re Mg & Scripture to be the onely, Rule of Faith; For otherwiſe implicit Faith, 


tenetut habe- Muſt relate to whatever 1s proved to be an anmritten Word, 
re fidem. 


Quantum autem ad alia credibilia non tenetur homo explicite credere, ſed ſolùm implicite, vel in 
x rxparatione animi in quantum paratus eſt credere quicquid Scriptura continet; ſed tunc ſolùm hujulmodi 
tencrur explicite credere, quando hoc ei conſtiterit in Doctrina fidei contineri. 2. 2. q. 2. a. 3. c. 


From all this it appears that b ns knew nothing of a Traditional 
Rule of Faith; although he lived after the Lateran Council, A. D. 1215. 
being born about nine years after it. 


| And Bonaventure, who died the ſame year with him, affirms, that 
2 ee nothing was to be ſaid, (about Matters of Faith) but what is made clear 
um eſt, præ- „ 3 | 
we 66 ne. of the Holy Scriptares. 
nobis ex Sacris Eloquus clarent. Bonav. in 3 Sent. Dift. 1. Art, 2. q. 2. 


Er nihil as 


Not long after them lived Henricus Gandavenſis; and he delivers 
theſe things which are very material to our purpoſe. 


. That 


1 


at 
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fer Traditions being 4 Rule of Faith. 145 
1. That the Reaſcn why we believe the Guides of the Church ſince the Apo- Quod au- 
itles, who work no Miracles, is, becauſe they preach nothing but what they have tem credi- | 
loft in their mot certain Writings, which are delivered. down to u pure and poſteri- 
eft \ N 2 5 | 4 . 8 b oribus Circa 
uncorrupt by an univerſal conſent of all that ſucceeded to ouruimes. Where quos non ap- 
we ſee he makes the Scriptures to be the onely Certain Rule, and that parent vittu- 


we are to judge of all other Doctrines by them. 1 wy Giving, 

| . nl . | oc eſt, quiz 
non prædicant alia quàm quæ illi in ſcriptis certidimis reliquerunt, quæ conſtat per medios in nulio fuille 
-\cara ex conſenſione concordi in eis omnium ſuccedentium uſque ad teinpora noſtra. Hen Gandav. Sun. 
At, 9. q. 3. n. 13, 2. 5 


2. That Truth is move certainly preſerved in Scripture than in the Church; Quia ver- 
becauſe that ## fixed and immutable, and Men are variable, ſo that multitudes tas ipla in 
of them may depart from the Faith, either through Error or Malice; but the e 
true church will always remain in ſome righteous perſons, Flow then can & impermu- 
Tradition be a Rule of Faith equal with Scriptures, which depends upon rabiliter ſem- 


the Teltimony of Perſons who are ſo very fallible ? per cuſtodi- 
tur- In per- 


ſonis autem Eccleſiæ murabilis eſt & vatiabilis ut diſſentire fidei poſſit multitudo illorum, & vel per er- 


rorem, vel per malitiam à fide diſcedere licet; ſemper Ecleſia in aliquibus juſtis ſtabit, Arr. 8. q. I. n. 5. 


I might carry this way of Teſtimony on higher fill, as when Ri- Suſpecta 
chardus de S. Viłtore faith, in the thirteenth Century, that every Trath is eſt mihi om- 
ſaſpected by him, which is not confirmed by Holy Scripture; but inftead of us Lskitas, 


5 2 a uam non 

that I ſhall now proceed to the Canon Lam, as having more Authority - tonne 

than particular Teſtimonies, Scripturarum 
| | Auctoritas. 


| Rich. de S. Viftere, De Prrpar. Animi ad Contempl. Parr. 1. c. $1; 


3. As to the canon Law collected by Gratian, I do not inſiſt upon its 
Conformation by Eugenius, but upon its ani verſal Reception in the Church 
of Rome. And from thence I ſhall evidently prove that Tradition was 
not allowed to be a Rule of Faith equal with the Scriptures. # 

Diſt. 9. c. 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10. The Authority and Infallibility of the 
Holy Scripture is aſſerted above all other Writings whatſoever ; for all other 
Writings are to be examined, and Men are to judge of them as they ſee cauſe, 

Now Bellarmine tells us, that the unwritten Mord is ſo called, not that ye verbo 
it always continues unwritten, but that it was ſo by the fir#t Author of it, So Dei. 1. 4 c. 2. 
that the anwritten Word doth not depend on mere Oral Tradition, ac- 
cording to him, but it may be found in the Writers of the Church; but c. 12. 
the Canon Law expreſly excludes all other Writings, let them contain 
what they will, from being admitted to any Competition with Canoni- 
cal Scriptares; and therefore according to that, no part of the Rule of 
Faith was contained in any other than Canonical Scriptures, 

Di. 37. c. Relatum, A man is ſuppoſed to have an entire and firm Cum enim 


Rule of Faith in the Scriptures. ex divinis 
2 5 ä Scripturis in- 
tegram quis & firmam Regulam veritatis ſuſceperit. 


Cauſ. 8. J. 1. c. Nec ſufficere, The Scriptures are ſaid to be the onely Rule Quibus 
both of Faith and Life, | lacris tyeris 
| | . unica eſt cre» 
dendi pariter & vivendi Regula præſcriꝑta. 
And the Gloſs on the Canon Law there owns the Scripture to be the 
Rule for matters of Faith; but very pleaſantly applies it to the Clergy, 


and thinks Images enough for the Laity. 
| | Cauſ. 
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Canſ. 24. J. 1. c. Non afferentes, . ee are acknowledged 
to be the true Balance; and that we are not ſo much to weigh what me. find there. 
as to own what me find there already weighed. Which muſt imply the Seri. 
pture alone to be that Meaſure we are to truſt to, je. 

Diſt. 8. c. 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9. It is there ſaid, that Cuſtom maſt yield 10 
Truth and Reaſon, when that is diſcovered, and that for this Reaſon, becauſe 
hriſt ſaid, I am Truth and not Cuitom. Now, if Tradition be an In. 
fallible Rule of Faith, Cuſtom ought always to be preſumed to have 
Truth and Reaſon of its fide. For, if we can once ſuppoſe a Cuſtom 
to prevail in the Church againſt Truth and Reaſon, it is impoſſible that 
Tradition ſhould be Infallible ; for what is that but Ancient Cuſtom? . 
Cauſ. 11. Q. 3. c. 101. Si is quipreeſt, If any one commands what God 

Hat h forbidden, or SE what God hath commanded, he is to be accurſed 
of all that love God, And if he requires any thing beſides the Will of God 
or what God hath evidently required in Scripture, he is to be looked on 40 
fal ſe Witneſs of God, and a Sacrilegious Perfon, How can this be, if there 
be another infallible way of conveying the Will of God beſides the 
Scriptures? 155 | 5 


Sed in Caaſ. 24. J. 3. c. 30. c. Quid autem. In matters of doubt it is ſuid 
banc infipi- hal Men are to fly to the Written Word for ſatisf ation, and that it is folly nut 
_ + to do it. It is true, Mens own Fancies are oppoſed to Scripture, but 
cam ad cog- againſt Mens Fancies no other Rule is mentioned but that of the Writ- 
noſcendam + ten Word. e = © 2 ws ; Es : 
veritarem 

aliquo impediuntur obſcuro, non ad Propheticas 
auctoritates, ſed ad ſeipſos recurrunt. | 


voces, non ad Apoſtolicas literas, nec ad Evangelicas 


| Joh. 22. Extravag. c. Quia quorundam. Tit. 14. makes his Appeal to 

Scripture in the Controverſie then on foot about Uſe and Property; 

Dicuni nobis ubi legunt „Cc. and he ſhews that if it were à matter of Faith, 

R * quaſi it muſt be contained in Scripture, either expreſly or by reduction; otheriſe 
oc ſacra a . | : 

5 the Scriptaye would be no certain Rule; and by conſequence, the Articles 


tinear, quo f Faith which are proved by Scripture, would be rendred doubtful and un- 
ne gato tota certain. | 

Scriprura ſa- — | | | 

cra rediditur dubia ; & per conſequens articuli Fidei, qui habeat per Scripturam ſacram probari reddun- 
tur dubii & incerti. 


The Gloſſer there ſaith, Whence comes this conſequence; and refers to 

another place; where he makes it out thus; that Faith can onely be pro. 

| ved by the Scripture, and therefore if the Authorit of that be deftroy'a, Faith 
1 would be taken away, The Roman Editors for an Antidote refer to 
22. Cumin. Cardinal Turrecremata, who doth indeed ſpeak of Catholick Truths, 


ter Gloſſ. per and he which are not to be found in the Canon of Scriptire; 
Tal cen, quotes a paſſage in the Canon Lew for it under the name of Alex. 3. c. 
ur fecrem. 


de Ecclefia, I. Marthe Extrav. de Celebr. Miſſe. but in truth it is Innoc. 3. Decretal, 
4. pare. 2:69. J. 3. It. 14. and yet this will not prove what he aims at; for the 
Queſtion was about the Author of the Words added in the Euchariſt 

to thoſe of Chriſt's Inſtitution ; and he pleads that many of Chriſt's 

words and actions are omitted by the Evangeliſts, which the Apoſtles 
afterwards ſet down ;'and he inſtances in Saint Paul, as to thoſe words of 

Chriſt, 1: 7s more bleſſed to give than to receive; and elſe. But what is all 

this to Catholick Truths not being contained inScripture either in words 

or by conſequence ; The Cardinal was here very much to ſeek, when he 

# had nothing but ſuch a Teſtimony as this to produce in ſo weighty and 
7 Doctrine. The beſt Argument he produces is, a horrible 


blunder 


ve may juſtly ſuſpect that the additional Queſtions about Traditions 


them. 


to ſet up another Rule of Faith diſtinct from Scripture. 
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Munder of Gratia#'s, where S, Auguſtin ſeems to reckon the Derretal 


| Epiſtles equal with the Scriptures, Diſt. 19. c. in Canonicis; Which the 


Roman CorreQors were aſhamed of, and confeſs that S. Auguftin 
ſpeaks only of Canonical Epiſtles in Scripture: So hard, mult they 
rain, who among Chriſtians would ſet up any other Rule equal with 
the Written Word. | . 
4. Iproceeded to prove this from the ancient Offices of the Roman 
. 0 wu ops | 
I In the Office produced by Morinus out of the Vatican MS. whicli he Morin. a; 
faith was very ancient; the Biſhop before his Conſecration was aked, If Ordinar. Sa. 
he would accommodate all his prudence, to the beit of his 5kill, to the Senſe of cri, 5. 275. 
Holy Scripture; © 5 5 
Reſp. Tes, Iwill with all my heart conſent, and obey it in all things. 
Inter. Wilt thou teach the People, by Word and Example, the things which 
thou learneſt out of Holy Scriptures ? X | 
Reſp. Iwill. „ | 
And then immediately follows the Examen about Manhers, 
In another old Office of S. Victor's, there are the ſame Queſtionvin Morin 1233. 
the ſame manner. 3 3 Hh F 
And fo in another of the Church of Rouen lately produced by Ma- Riabillon 4. 
ilon, which he faith was about William the Conquerour's time, there nale8. To. 2. 
is not a word about Traditions; which crept into Ordo Romanus, and P. 468. 
from thence hath been continued in the Roman Pontificals, But it is 
obſervable, that the Ordo Romanus owns that the Examen was originally 
takenout of the Gallican Offices, (although it does not appear in thoſe 
imperfe& ones lately publiſhed at Rome by Thomaſius) and therefore 


were the Roman Interpolations, after it came to be uſed in that Pon- 
tifical. | | | 
And the firſt Office in Morinus was the true ancient Gallican Office. 

But if Tradition had been then owned as a Rule of Faith, it ought no 

more to have been omitted in the ancient Offices than in the modern. 

And the ancient Writers about Eccleſiaſtical Offices ſpeak very a- | 
greeably to the moſt ancient Offices about this matter. Amalarius faith Amalarius de 
the Goſpel is the Fountain of Wiſdom ;, and that the Preachers oaght to prove Officiis, 1. 3. 
the Evangelical Truth out of the ſacred Books, Iſidore, that we ought to c. . 
think ala (as to matters of Faith) ht what is contained in the two _ 4 - | 
Teſtaments, Rabanus Mauras, that the "knowledge of the Scriptures is the Rab. 3 5 
foundation and perfection of Prudence, That Truth and Wiſdom are to be de Inſt. cler. 
tried by them; and the perfect inſtruction of Life is contained in them. Our - RS 
Venerable Bede agrees with them, when he faith, that the true Teachers Bed. jv Lans. 
tale out bf the Scriptures of the old and new Teiiament that which they preach: l. 5. 


and therefore have their minds imploy d in finding out the true meaning of 8 N 
1} „ 2 11% | culo I. 1. c. 6. 


+ 


5. I now come to the Fathers; wherein I am in great meaſure pre- Vindiv. of the 
vented by a late Dicourſe, wherein ir is at large ſhewed that the Fa- Anſw. to ſome 
thers made uſe of no other Rule but the Scriptures for deciding Contro- “e Per. 
verſies; therefore I ſhall take another method, which is to ſhew that 
thoſe who do ſpeak moſt advantagioully of Tradition, did not intend 

And here I ſhall paſs over all thoſe Teſtimonies of Fathers which 
ſpeak either of Tradition before the Canon of Scripture, or to thoſe who 
did not receive it, or of the Tradition of Scripture it ſelf, or of ſome 
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Rites and Cuſtoms of the Church, as wholly impertinent. And when 
theſe are cut off, there remain ſcarce any to be conſidered, beſides 
that of, Vincentius Lerinenſis, and one Teſtimony of S. Baſil. 
begin with Vincentius Lerinenſis, who by ſome is thought ſo great a 
commonit. 1. Favourer of Tradition; but he faith not a word of it as a Rule of Faith 
c. 2. diſtinct from Scripture ; for he aſſerts the Canon of Scripture to be ſufficient 
Cum fir per- of it ſelf for all things. How can that be, if Tradition be a Rule of 
_— Faith diſtin from it? He makes indeed Catholick Tradition the beſt 
non fibiq; ad Interpreter of Scripture; and we have no reaſon to decline it in the 
omnia ſatis Points in diſpute between us, if Vincentius his Rules be follow'd. 
ſuperq; ſuffi.. 1. If Antiquity, 1 and Conſent be joyued. 
a 2. f the difference be obſerved between old Errors and nem ones. For 
c. 39. faith he, when they had length of time, Truth is more eaſily concealed, by thoſe 
who are concerned to ſuppreſs it. And in thoſe Caſes we have no other may to 


ENT" 2 


DDr 


deal with them, but by Scripture and ancient Councils. And this is the | 


Rule we profeſs to hold to. g | 

But to ſuppoſe any one part of the Church to aſſume to it ſelf the 
Title of Catholick, and then to determine what is to be held for Ca- 
tholick Tradition by all Members of the Catholick Church, is a thing 
in it ſelf unreaſonable, and leaves that part under an impoſſibility of 
| being reclaimed, For in caſe the Corrupt Part be judge, we may be 
c. 6 ſure no Corruptions will becever owned. Vincentius grants that Aria- 
niſm had once Gy the advantage in Point of Univerſality, and 
had made many Councils of its ſide; if now the prevailing Party be to 
| judge of Catholicl Tradition, and all are bound to ſubmit to its Decrees 
Of the Ne- Without farther Examination, as the Author of the Guide in Controver- 
2 Ga ſies faith upon theſe Rules of Vincentius; then I ſay all Men were then 
Cuides bound to declare themſelves Arians. For if the Guides of the preſent 
p. 201 Church are tobe truſted and relied . for the Doctrine of the Apoſtolical 
Church downwards; how was it poſſible for any Members of the Church 
3 then to oppoſe Arianiſi, and to reform the Church after its prevalency ? 
p. 199 Io ſay it was condemned by a former Council, doth by no means clear the 
difficulty; For the preſent Guides muſt be truſted, whether they were 
rightly condemned or not; and nothing can be more certain, than that 
they would be ſure to condemn thoſe who condemned them. But Vin. 
centius faith, Every true Laver of Chriſt preferred the ancient Faith before 
the novel betraying of it; but. then he muſt chuſe this ancient Faith a- 
gainſt the judgment of the preſent Guides of the Church. And there- 

tore that, according to Vincentius, can be no Infallible Rule of Faith 
But whether the preſent Univerſality diſſents from Antiquity, whoſe Judge 
ment ſhall be ſooner taken than its own? Saith the ſame Author, This had 
been an excellent Argument in the mouth of Urſacins or Valens at the 


Council of Ariminum; and I do not ſee what Anſwer the Guide in Con- 
troverhes could have made. But both are Parties, and is not the Councils 


Judgment to be taken rather than a few Oppoſers? So that, for all that Ican 
find by theſe Principles, Arianiſm having the greater number, had hard 
luck not to be eſtabliſhed as the Catholick Faith. But if in that caſe, 
particular Perſons were to judge between the New and the Old Faith, 
then the ſame Reaſon will {till hold, unleſs the Guides of the Church 

have obtained a new Patent of Infallibility ſince that time. 5 
2 he great Queſtion among us, is, Where the true ancient Faith is; 
and how we may come to find it out? We are willing to follow the 
ancient Rules in this matter. The Scripture is allowed to be an _ 
ible 
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ble Rule on all hands; and Iam proving that Tradition was not al- 


ſawed in the ancient Church as diſtin from it. But the preſent 


Oueſtion is, how far Tradition is to be allowed in giving the Senſe of 
Seripturé between us. / incentius ſaith, we ought to follow it when there is 
Jatiquity, Vnzverſality and Conſent; This we are willing to be tried 15 
Bu: here comes another Queſtion,, Who is to be Judge of theſe? The 


preſeat Guides of the Catholick Church? To what purpoſe then are all 


thoſe Rules? Will they condemn themſelves? Or, as the Guide ad- p. 199. 
mirably fairh, IF the preſent Univerſality be its own Judge, when can we 

think it will witneſs its departure from the true Faith? And if it will not, 

what a Caſe is the Church in, under ſuch a pretended Univerſality ? 

Ihe urmolt uſe I can ſuppoſe then, Vincentius his Rules can be of to 
us now, is in all that Caſe which he puts when Corruptions and Errors 
have had time to take root and faſten themſelves; and that is, By an 
Appeal to Scripture and Ancient Councils. But becauſe of the Charge of 
Innovation upon us, we are content to be tried by his ſecond Rule. By | 
Conſeat oft the Fathers of great Reputation, who are agreed on all hands to 
have lived and died in the Communion of the Catholick Church: and what 
they delivered freely, conſtantly and ananimouſly, let that be taken for the 
undoubted and certain Rule in judging between us, But if the preſent Guides 
muſt come in to be Judges here again, then all our labour is bil, and Vin- 


cent ius his ſignifie juſt nothing. . | 

The Teitimony of S. Baſil is by Mr. White magnified above the reſt, Tabule $uſ- 
and that out of his Book de Spiritu Sancto above all others, to prove fragial. p. 34. 
that the Certainty of Faith depends on Tradition; and not merely on 
Scripture, The jorce of it is ſaid to lye in this, that the Prattice of the 
Church, ia ſaying, with the Holy Spirit, though not found in Scripture, is to 
determine the Senſe of the Article of Faith about the Divinity of the Holy 
G»ot, But to clear this place, we are to obſerve, 

1. That S. Baſil doth not inſiſt on Tradition for the Proof of the 
Article of Faith, for he expreſly diſowns it in that Book; It i not enough, 
ſaich he, that we have it by Tradition from our Fathers; for our Fathers 
had it from the Will of God in Scripture, as appears by thoſe Teftittonies I A vu 
have ſet down already, which they took for their Foundations. Nothing can "';' ee 
be plainer than that S. Baſfi/ made Scripture alone the Foundation of 2 6.4141: # 
Faith as to this Point. And no one upon all Occaſions ſpeaks more ex- Y 155 
preſly than he doth as to the Sufficiency of Scripture for a Rule of Faith; * 45 
and he was too great and too wiſe a Man to contradict himſelf wings Q reien 


. 8 4 * 5 N FI | - val & 7 
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2. That there were different forms of ſpeech uſed in the Church con- 
cerning the Holy Ghoſt, ſome take out of Scripture, and others re- 
ceived by Tradition from the Fathers. When he proves the Divinity | 
ofthe Holy Ghoſt he appeals to Scripture, and declares, that he would Acer. Rg. 26. 
neither think nor ſpeak otherwiſe than he found there. Bur it was Reg. 80. c. 22. | 
objocted that the Form S. Baſil uſed was not found in Scripture ; he an- De Sg. Sans! 
ſwers, that the equivalent is there found; and that there were ſome . 9. 
things received by Tradition, which had the ſame force towards Piety, © Fogg 
And if we take away all unwritten Cuſtoms, we ſhall do wrong to 
to the Goſpel, and leave a bare name to the Fublick Preaching. And 
rom theace he inſiſts on ſome Traditionary Rites, as the Sign of 
the Croſs, Praying towards the Eaſt, &c, His buſineſs is to ſhew 
that to the greater ſolemnity of Chriſtian Worſhip ſeveral Cuſtoms 
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were obſerved in the Church, which are not to be found in Scripture 
And if other ancient Cuſtoms were received which are not commanded 
in Scripture, he ſees no Reaſon that they ſhould find ſuch fault with 
this. And this is the whole force of S. Baſil's Reaſoning, which can 
never be ſtretched to the ſetting up Tradition as a Rule of Faith di. 
ſtinct from Scripture, a 5 | 

Having thus ſhewed that there was no Catholick Tradition for this 
New _ e of Faith, Tam now to give an Account how it came into the 
Church. | | 

The firſt Step that was made towards it, was by the ſecond Council 
of Nice, For, although the Emperor in the Synedical Epiſtle pro- 
poſed to them the true ancient Method of judging in Councils, by the 
Books of Scripture placed on a Throne in the middle of the Council; yet they 
found, they could by no means do their buſineſs that Way, and there. 


fore, as Ballarmiz obſerves, they ſet up Tradition in the 6th and 7th Seſ. 


ſions, and pronounced Anathema's againſt thoſe who rejected unwrit- 
ten Traditions. But although there were then almoſt as little pre- 
tence for Tradition as Scripture in matter of Images; yet there having 
been a praſtice among them, to ſet up and to worſhip Images, (which 


Richer. Hiſt. Richerius thinks came firſt into the Church from the Reverence ſhew- 


Conc. Gener al . 
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ed to the Emperors Statues) they thought this the ſecureſt way to ad- 
vance that, which they could never defend by Scripture. 

But this prevailed very little in the Weſtern Church, as is well 
known by the rejection of that Synod; however Pope Hadrian joined 
with them, and produced a wretched Tradition about Sylveſter and 
Conſtantine to juſtifie their Proceedings; as appears by the Acts of that 
Council. And from the time that Images were received at Rome, the 
force of Tradition was magnified ; and by degrees it came to be made 
uſe of to juſtifie other Practices, for which they had nothing elle to 
plead, 

Hitherto Tradition was made uſe of for matters of Practice, and 
Scripture was generally received as the Rule of Faith; but ſome of the 
Schoolmen found it impoſſible to defend ſome Doctrines held in the 
Church of Rome by mere Scripture, and therefore they were forced to 
call in the Help of Tradition. The moſt remarkable of theſe was Sco- 
tus, who although in his Prologue he aſſerted, as is ſaid already, that 
the Scripture aid ſufficiently contain all things neceſſary to Salvation; yet 


| when he came to particular Points, he found Scripture alone would 
never do their buſineſs. And eſpecially as to the Sacraments of the 


Church, about which he ſaw the Church of Rome then held many 


Scor. in l. 1. things which could never be proved from thence, And this was the 
dent. Diſt. 11. gccation of Traditions being taken in for a partial Rule. 


For after the Council of Lateran had declared ſeveral things to be of 


Faith, which were in no former Creeds, as Scotus confeſſes, and they 


J 4. Di. 11, Were bound to defend them as Points of Faith, the Men of Wit and 


*. 15. 


Subtilty, ſuch as Scotas was, were very hard put to it, to find out ways 
to prove thoſe to have been old Points of Faith, which they knew to 
be very new. Then they betook themſelves to two things, which 
would ſerve for a colour to blind the common People; and thoſe were, 

1. That it was true, theſe things were not in Scripture; but Chr:/# 
ſaid to his Diſciples, I have many things to ſay unto you, &c. and among 
thoſe many things they were to believe theſe new Doctrines to be 
ſome. | | 


2. When 


uin P wa . wad - 


2. When this would not ſerve, then they told them, though theſe 
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Doctrines were not explicitly in Scripture, yet they were implicitly 
there ; and the Church had authority to fetch them-out of thoſe dark 
places, and to ſet them in a better light. And thus Scotus helped 
himſelf out in that dark Point of Tranſubſtantiation. Firſt he attempts 
to make it out by Tradition; but finding that would not do the buſi- 
neſs effectually, he runs to the Authority of the Church, eſpecially 
in the buſineſs of Sacraments, and we are to ſuppoſe, ſaith he, that the 
Church doth expound the Scripture with the ſame Spirit which indited them. 
This was a brave Sappoſition indeed, but he offers no proof of it. 

If we allow Scotus to have been the Introducer of Tradition, as to 
ſome Points of Faith, yet T have made it appear, that his Doctrine was 
not received in the Schools. But after the Council of Conſtance had 
declared ſeveral Propoſitions to be Heretical, which could not be con- 
demned by Scripture, there was found a Neceſſity of holding, that 
there were Catholick Truths not contained in Scripture, The firſt Pro- 
poſition there condemned was, That the Subſtance of Bread and Wine re- 
main in the Sacrament of the Altar : the ſecond, That the Accidents do not 
remain without their Subject: Now how could ſuch as theſe be con- 
demned by Scripture ? But although only ſome were ſaid to be Hereti- 
cal, yet all were faid to be againſt Catholic Truth. But where is this 
Catholick Truth to be found? Cardinal Caſanus thought of a current 
ſenſe of Scripture, according to the Churches Occaſions; ſo that though the Scripturas 


Churches Practice ſhould be nay contrary, yet the Scripture was ele ad tem- 


to be underſtood as the Church practiſed. This was a very plain and pus adaptatas 


& variè intel. 


_ effetual way, if it had not been too groſs; and therefore it was thought jc.945 ira ur 


much better by Cardinal Turrecremata, to found Catholick Verities on uno tempore 


unwritten Tradition, as well as on Scripture. ſecundim 
. g currentem 


unirerlalem ritum exponerentur, mutato ritu icerum ſententia mutaretur. Caſan. ad Bobem. Epiſt. 2. 


After this, Leo X. in his famous Bull againſt Luther, Exurge Domine, 
made a farther ſtep; for the 22 Propoſition condemned therein, is That 
it is certain that it is not in the power of the Church or Pope to appoint nem Ar- 
ticles of Faith. It ſeems then the Pope or Church have a Power to con- 
ſtitute new Articles of Faith; and then neither Scripture nor Tradition 


can be the certain Rule of Faith, but the Preſent Church or Pope. 


This had put an end to the buſineſs, if it would have taken; but 
the World being wiſer, and the Errors and Corruptions complained of 
not being to be defended by Scripture, Tradition was pitched upon as 
a ſecure Way; and accordingly ſeveral attempts were made towards 
the ſetting of it up, by ſome Provincial Councils before that of Trent. 
So in the Council of Sens, 1527. Can. 53. It is declared to be a per- 
nicious Error to receive nothing but what is deduced from Scripture; 
becauſe Chriſt delivered many things to his Apoſtles which were never 
written. But not one thing is alledged as a matter of Faith ſo con- 
veyed; but only ſome Rites about Sacraments and Prayer; and yet 
he is declated a Heretick as well as Schiſmatick, who rejects them. 
Indeed the Apoſtles Creed is mentioned, but not as to the Articles con- 
tained in it, but as to the Authors of it. But what is there in all this 
that makes a Man guilty of Hereſie? 

Jod. Clicthoveus, a Doctor of Paris, the next year wrote an Explica- 
tion and Defence of this Council, but he miſtakes the Point ; for he runs 
upon it as if it were, whether all things to be believed and obſerved in the 

| Church, 
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Church, were to be expreſly ſet down. in Scripture? Whereas a juſt conſe. 


wo 


ence out of it is ſuſficient. And the greateſt ſtrength of what he 
fit to the purpole, is, that the other Opinion was condemned in the 
Council of Conſtance. . 

And from no better a Tradition than this did the Council of Trex; 
declare the unwritten Word to be a Rule of Faith e _ % the Scriptares, 
II. 3 1 the Canon of Scripture, defined by the Councfl 

of Treat. | 


This is declared by the Council of Trent, Seſſ. 4. and therein the 
Books of Tobias, Judith, Wiſdom of Solomon, Eccleſiaſtiucs, Maccabees 
and Baruch are received for Canonical, with the twenty two Books in the 
Hebrew Canon, and an Anathema is denounced againſt thoſe who do 
not. And preſently it adds, that hereby the World might ſee what Au- 
thorities the Council proceeded on for confirming matters of Faith as well as 
reforming manners. | 


Nou to ſhew that there was no Catholick Tradition for the ground of 
this Decree, we are to obſerve, | | 

1. That theſe Canonical Books are not ſo called in a large ſenſe for ſuch 

as have been uſed to read in the Church; but in the ſtrict ſenſe for ſuch 
as are a good Foundation to build matters of Faith upon. 

2. That theſe Books were not ſo received by all even in the Council 
of Trent. For what is received by virtue of a Catholick Tradition, muſt 
be univerſally received by the account given by both the Hiſtorians. 

Hiſt.tof the F. Paul ſaith, that in the Congregation there were two different Opinions of 
Council of Tr. thoſe who were for a particular Catalogue; one was to diſtinguiſh the Books 
. 2. P. 154. into three parts, the other to make all the Books of equal authority; and that 
this lay was carried by the greater number. Now if this were a Catholick 
Tradition, how was it poſſible for the Fathers of the Council to divide 
Ibid. J. 6. about it? And Cardinal Pallivicini himſelf ſaith, that Bertanus and Seri- 
c 11. p. 4 pandus propounded the putting the Books into ſeveral Claſſes, ſome to be read 
or Piety, and others to confirm Doctrines of Faith; and that Cardinal Seri- 

pando wrote 4 moſt learned Book to that purpoſe. What! againſt a Catho- 

lick Tradition? It ſeems, he was far from believing it to be ſo. And he 

2. confeſſes, that when they came to the Anathema, the Legats and twenty Fa- 
thers were for it; Madrucci and fourteen were againſt it; becauſe ſome Catho- 
licks were of another opinion. Then certainly, they knew no Catholick 
. ot it. | 
Among theſe Cardinal Cajetan is mention'd, who was, ſaith Pallavicini, 
ſeverely rebaked for it by Melchior Canus; but what is that to the 
Tradition of the Church? Canus doth indeed appeal to the Council of 
Theol. I. 2. Carthage, Innocentias I. and the Council of Florence; but this doth nor 
5 make up a Catholic Tradition againſt Cajetan; who declares that he fol- 
Cajer. in Re- lows S. Jerom, who caſt thoſe Books out of the Canon with Reſpect to 
cle. fine. Faith. And he anſwers the Arguments brought on the other ſide, by 
* 2 this diſtinction, that they are Canonical for Edification, but not for Faith. 
. If therefore Canus would have confuted Cajetan he ought to have proved 
that they were owned for Cazozical in the latter Senle. Cajetan in his 
Epiſtle to Clemens VII. before the Hiſtorical Books, owns the great 
Obligation of the Church to S. Jerom for diſtinguiſhing Canonical and 
Apocryphal Books ; and ſaith, that he hath freed it from the Reproach of the 
Jews, who ſaid the Chriſtians made Canonical Books of the Ola 1 
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which they knew nothing of. And this was an A rgument of great conſe- 
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nence ; but Canus takes no notice of it, and it fully anſwers his Ob- 
jection, that Men could not know what Books were truly Canonical, viz. ſuch 
as were of Divine inſpiration, and ſo received by the Jews, Catharinus wy 
Gith, in Anſwer to Cajetan, that the Jems had one Canon, and the Church P""«t.in Ca- 


Another. But how comes the Canon to be received as of divine Inſ 


" t. J. 1. p.37. 
vation which was not fo received among the Jews? This were to ſolve 
al into the Churches 1»/piration, and not into Tradition, | 
Bellarmine grants, that the Church can by no means make 4 Book Canonical, pe ye, ni, 
which is not ſo, but onley declare what is Canonical, and that, not at pleaſure ; l. 1. c. 11. 
but from ancient e eee from ſimilitude of ſtyle with Books uncontrover- 
ted, and the general Senſe and Tafte of Chriſtian People. No the Caſe here 
relates to Books not firſt written to Chriſtians, but among the Jews 
from whom we receive the Oracles of God committed to them. And if the 
Jews never believed theſe Books to contain the Oracles of God in them, 
how can the Chriftian Church embrace them for ſuch, unleſs it aſſumes 
a Power to make, and not merely to declare Canonical Books? For 
he grants we have no Teſtimony of the Jews for them 
But Catharinus himſelf cannot deny that S. Jerom ſaith, that although 
the Church reads thoſe Books, yet it doth not receive them for Canonical Scri- 
ptares. And he makes a pitiful Anſwer to it. For he confeſſes, that 


| 


the Church, taken for the Body of the Faithful, did not receive them; but, as 


taken for the Governors, it did. But others grant that they did receive Jul. Ruger: 
them no more than the People; and as to the other, the cauſe of Tra- 4 libris ca- 
dition is plainly given us. And in truth he reſolves all at laſt into the 17. 80. 
opinion of the Popes Innocentius, Gelaſins,and Eagenius IV. But we 
are obliged to him for letting us know the Secret of ſo much zeal for 
theſe Apocryphal Books, viz. that they are of great force againſt the Hereticks, 5. 41. 
for Purgatory is no where ſo expreſly mention d 4s in the Maccabees. If it 
had not been for this, S. Jerom and Cajetan might have eſcaped Cenſure, 
and the JewiſþCanon had been ſufficient, HL TTO Bf 

But to ſhew, that there hath been no Catholict Tradition about the 


Tridentine Canon, I ſhall prove theſe two thing: 


P þ * there hath been a conſtant Tradition againſt it in the Eaſtern 
> * there never was a conſtant Tradition for it in the Weſter 
Church. 942 D No SIO 

1. That there hath been a conſtant Tradition ag ainit it in the _ 
Church, which received the Jewiſh Canon, without the Books declared 
Canonical by the Council of Trent. We have very early Evidence of this, 
in the Teſtimony of Melito Biſhop of Sardis, who lived not long after 
the middle of the 2d. Century, and made it his buſineſs to enquire 
into this matter, and he delivers but 22 Books of the Old Teftament, The Euſeb. I. 4. 
fame is done by Origen in the next, who took infinite Pains, as Exſebias © }3; | 
faith, in ſearching after the Copies of the Old Teſtament, And theſe Phiocal, c. : 
Teſtimonies are preſerved by Euſebius in the following Od 
Century; and himſelf declares, - that there mas no ſacred! Euſeb. Demmiftr. 1, 8. p. 368. 
Book among the Jews from the time of Zorobabel; which RIG 1 
cuts off the Books Canonized by the Council of Trent. Epiph. e 
In the fame Age we have the Teſtimonies. of Athanaſius, Bail. ic Origen. Files. 
St. Cyril of Jeruſalem, Epiphanius, 8. Baſil, S. Gregory Na. Greg. Nazianzen. in Carm. 
Uanzene, Amphilochius and S. Ghipſoſtom: It is not to be * ee e. 
imagined that a Tradition ſhould be better atteſted in one 8. Chryſoft. in Gen. horn. 4. 
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Age than this was, by ſo conſiderable Men in different Churches, who 
give in the Teſtimony of all thoſe Churches they belonged to. And 
As et beſides theſe we have in that Age a concurrent Teſtimony of ; 
Ccnc. Lacdi- Council of Biſhops at Laodicea, from ſeveral Provinces of Aſia; and which 
era, © 39+ is yet more, this Canon of theirs was received into the Code of the Ca. 
tholick Church; and ſo owned by the Council of Chalcedon, which by its 
firſt Canon gives Authority to it. And Juſtinian allows the force of 
Novell, 131, Laws to the Canons which were either made or confirmed by the four 
General Councils. But it is the point of Tradition T am upon; and there. 
| fore Juſtinian's Novel may at laſt be a ſtrong Evidence of that in the 6th 
Leont. de Century. In the 7th Leontius gives his own Teſtimony, and that of 
oo =D 7: Theodorus. In the 8th Damaſcen expreſly owns the Hebrew Canon of 
Fide, 1. 4. c. 22 Books, and excludes by name ſome of the Books made Canonical at 
18. Trent. In the qth we have the Teſtimony of Nicephorus, Patriarch of 
Niceph. Chro- Conſtantinople, if he be the Author of the Laterculus, at the end of his 
A. eee 4 but if he be not, he muſt be an Author of that Age, 
>. 189. being tranſlated by Anaſtaſius Bibliot hecarius. In the 12th Balſawon and 
Not. in Can. Z,pnaras refer to the Council of Laodicea, and the Greek Fathers. In the 
27. Carthag. 1 4th Nicephorus Caliithus reckons but 22 Books of the Old Teſtament. And 
3 * in this Age, we have the clear Teſtimony of Merrophanes, (afterwards 
Meircph. Patriarch of Alexandria) who faith, there are but 22 Canonical Books 0 
Confeſſ: e. 7. the Old Teſtament; but the reſt, i. e. Tobit, Fudith, Wiſdom, Eccleſuafticas, 
I Cyprii Baruch and Macchabees are uſeful, and therefore not wholly to be rejected, but 
8 Ec. the Church never received them for Canonical and Authentical, as appears by 
tleſ. Gree, many Teſtimonies, as, among others of Gregory the Divine, Amphilochius 
7. 439 and Damaſcen: and therefore we never prove matters of Faith out of them. 
2. Let us now compare this Tradition with that of the Weſtern church 
for the New Canon of Trent. It cannot be denied, that Innocentius I. and 
Gelaſias did enlarge the Canon, and took in the Apocryphal Books (un- 
leſs we call in queſtion the Writings under their Names; ) but grant- 
ing them genuine, I ſhall ſhew that there is no compariſon between 
this Tradition and that of the Eaſtern Church, and therefore there could 
be no poſſible Reaſon for the Council of Trent to make a Decree for this 
Tradition; and to Anathematize all who did not ſubmit to it. For, 
1. This Tradition was not univerſally received at that time. Innocen- 
tius his Epiſtle is ſuppoſed to be written A. D. 495: Was the Weſtern 
Church agreed before or after about this matter ? This Epiſtle was writ- 
ten to Eruperins, a Gallican Biſhop, (to whom S. Ferom dedicated his 
his Commentaries on Zechariah,) but now it unluckily falls out, that 
| the Tradition of the Gallican Church was contrary to this; as appears 
Hilar. Proleg. by S. Hilary, (who could not be ignorant of it, Aa a famous Biſhop 
in Plalm. of that Church) and he tells us, there were but 22 Canonical Books of 
the old Teſtament, I confeſs faith he, ſome were for adding Tobit and 
Judith, but it is very obſervable that he ſaith, that the other Account in 
moſt agreeable to ancient Tradition, which is a mighty Argument againſt 
| Innocentius, who brings no Tradition to juſtifie his Canon. When 
De Predeſt. St. Auguſtin produced a Place out of the Book of Miſdom, the Divines of 
Sanktor. c. 14. Marſeilles rejected it; becauſe the Bool mas not Canonical: Therefore in that 
time Innocent's Cannon was by no means received in the Gallican Church; 
for by it this Book was made Canonical. But S. Jerom who had as 
Prolog. Gal. much learning as Pope Innocent, vehemently oppoſed this New Canon, 
- Proleg. in lib. more than once or ten times; and not only ſpeaks of the Jewiſh Canon, 
balm ot ut. but of the Canon of the Church. The Church, ſa ith he, reads the Books of 
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Lobit, Jud th and Macchabees, but the Church doth not receive them 4- 


mong Canonical Scriptures, What church doth he mean? Not the Syna- 
rogue certainly, Pope Innocent faith, Thoſe Books are to be received 
into the Canon; S. Ferom ſaith, The Church doth not receive them, but 
that they are to be caſt out; Where is the Certainty of Tradition to 
be found ? If Innocent were in the right, S. Ferom was foully miſtaken, 
and in plain terms belied the Church. But how is this conſiſtent with 
the Saintſbip of S. Jerom ? Or with common Diſcretion, if the Church 
did receive thofe Books for Canonical? For every one could have dif- 
proved him. And it required no great Judgment or deep Learning to 
know what Books were received, and what not. If S. Jerom were 
{ miſtaken (which it is very hard to believe) how came Ryfinus not 
to obſerve his Errors and Oppoſition to the Church? Nay, how came 
Ruſinus himſelf to fall into the very fame prodigious Miſtake ? For he 
not only rejects the controverted Books out of the Canon, but faith, 
be follow'd the ancient Tradition therein. What account can be given of Ruin. 53 
this matters If Innocent Tradition were right, theſe Men were under Ombol. p. 
a groſs Deluſion ; and yet they were learned and knowing Perſons, and 188, 189. 
more than ordinarily converſant in the Doctrines aud Tradition of the 

hurch. Ph 5 mw 
e 2. This Opinion was not received as a Tradition of the church after- 
wards, For, if it had been, how could Gregor) I. reject the Book of Greg. Moral. 
Macchabees out · of the Canon, when two of his Predeceſſors took it in? in Job. 1. 19. 
It is ſomew hat hard, to ſuppoſe one Pope to contradict two of his © 17. 
predeceſſors about the Canon of Scripture; yet I ſee not how to avoid 
it; nor how it is conliſtent with the Conſtancy of Tradition, much leſs 
with the pretence to If «bility, He did not merely doubt, as Canus Can |, 
would have it thought, but he plainly excludes them out of the Canon. 0. 1 1. C. f. 
Catharinus thinks be followed S. Jerom. What then? Doth this exclude 21 4. 
his contradicting his Predeceſſors? Or was S. Jerom's Judgment a. Cacb. de ca- 
bove the Pope's? But it was not S. Gregor) alone who contradicted the n ; 
former Pope's Canon; for it was not received either in Italy, Spain, France, p. 302. 
Germany or England; and yet no doubt it was à very Catholick Tradition. 
Not in Italy; for there Cafſiodore, a learned devout Man in the next 
Century to them, gives an account of the Canon of Scripture, and he 


takes not any notice either of Ianocent or Gelaſius. He firſt ſets down 


the Order of Scripture according to S. Jerom; and then according to Cafliodor: 
8. Auguſtin; and in the laſt place, according to the old Tranſlation 4 1»ftir. Di. 
and the LX X. and where himſelf ſpeaks of the Apocryphal Books before, 2 * ” 
he follows S. Jerom's Opinion, that they were written gather for manners e. 1 
than Doctrine. He confeſſes there was a difference about the Canon; but 
he goes about to excuſe it. But what need that, if there were a Catho- 
lick Tradition then in the Church concerning it, and that inforced hy 
two Popes ? 

But it may yet ſeem ſtrange, that even in Italy, one canonized for a 
Saint by Clemens VII. ſhould follow S. Ferow's Opinion in this matter, 


viz, S. Antonius, Biſhop of Florence. Who ſpeaking of Kecleſiaſticus re- 


ceived into the Canon of the two Popes, he faith, it i only received by g Antonin 
the Church to be read, and is not authentick to prove eny thing in matters of Sum. Hiſt. 
Faith, He that writes Notes upon him, faith, that he follows . Jerom, P. 1. Tit. 3. 
and muſt be underſtood of the Eaſtern Church; for the Weſtern Church always © * 


received theſe Books into the Canon, But he ipeaks not one?word of the 


Eaſtern Church; and by the Charch he could underſtand nothing but 
| 14 what 
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Can.Loc.The- what he accounted the Catholick Church. Canus allows Antonias 10 has, 


el. l. 2. c. 11. rejected theſe Boobs; but he thinks the matter not ſo clear, but then th. 
might doubt concerning it, Then there was no ſuch Evidence of Tradit;. 


Pere. 3, Tir. (n to convince Men. But Antonius hath preſerved th: Judgment of, 
18. c. 6 Sea, great Man concerning theſe Books, even Thomas Aquinas, who in 2. oe. 


2, G3. e ſaith, denied theſe Books to have ſuch authority as to prove any matter of 
Faith by them: which is directly contrary to the Council of Trent. It 
this paſſage be not now to be found in him, we know whom to blame 

for it. If Antonius ſaw it there, we hope his word may be taken for it. 


1 In Spain, we have, for the Hebrew Canon, the Teſtimonies of Paulus 


ad Lyram ad Burgenſis, Toſtatus, and Cardinal Ximines. 
c. 1. Eſter. In France of Vidtorinus, Agobardus, Raaulphas Flaviacenſis, Petrus 
* 4 Cluniacenſis, Hugo de S. Vittore, and Richard de S. Victore, Lyra, Gt. 


Mats, Fre In Germany, of Rabanus Mauras, Strabas, Rupertus, Hermannns 


„ Contractus, and others. | | 

Xim. Pref. In England of Bede, Alcvin, Sarisburienſis, Octam, Maldenſis, and o- 

«d Bib. comp. thers. Whom 1 barely mention, becauſe their Teſtimonies are at 
large in Biſhop Coſius his Scholaſtical Hiſtory of the Canon of Scripture, and 
no Man hath yet had the hardineſs to undertake that Book. 

Theſe I think are ſufficient ro ſhew there was no Catholick Tradition 
for the Decree of the Council of Trext about the Canon of Scripture. 

I now proceed to ſhew on what pretences and colours it came in, 
and by what degrees and ſteps it advanced. 

1. The firſt ſtep was, the Eſteem which ſome of the Fathers ex- 
preſſed of theſe Books in quoting of paſſages out of them. We do not 
deny that the Fathers did frequently cite them ; even thoſe who ex- 
preſly rejected them from being Canonical, and not as ordinary Books, 
but as ſuch as were uſeful to the Church, wherein many wiſe Sayings 
and good Actions are recorded. But the many Quotations the Fathers 
do make out of them is the onely plauſible pretence which thoſe of the 


Church of Rome ha ve to defend the putting them into the Canon, as 


appears by Bellarmine and others. The Book of Tobit, they tell us, is 
mentioned by S. Cyprian, S. Ambroſe, St. Baſil, and St. Auguſtin. Of 
Judith, by St. Jerom, who mentions a Tradition that it was allowed in the 
Council of Nice; but certainly S. Jerom never believed it, when he de- 


clares it to be Apocryphal, and not ſufficient to prove any matter of 


Faith. The Book of Wiſdom, by S. Cyprian, S. Cyril and S. Auguſtin. 
Eceleſjaiticus, by Clemens Alexandrinus, S. Cyprian, Epiphanius, S. Au- 
broſe, S. Auguſtin, But all theſe Teſtimonies only prove that they 


thought ſomething in thoſe Books worth alledging, but not that they 


judged the Books themſelves Canonical. And better arguments from 
their Citations might be brought for the Books of the Sihylls, than ior 
any of theſe. We are not then to judge of their Opinion of Canonical 
Books by bare Citations, but by their declared Judgments about them. 


2. The next ſtep was, when they came to be read in Churches; 


but about this there was no certain Rule. For the Councils of Laodicea 
and Garthage diſſerted chiefly upon this Point. The former decreed, 
1hat none but Canonical Scripture ſhould be read under the Name of Holy 
Writings; and ſet down the names of the Canonical Books then to be read, 
(and fo leaves out the Apocalypſe.) The latter, from their being reaa, 
infer'd their being Canonical; for it agrees with the other, that none but 
Canonical ſhould be read, and becauſe theſe were read, it reckons them 
up with the Canonical Books; for ſo the Canon concludes, We have re- 
cexved from our Fathers that there Books are to be read in Churches. But 


lee being l 4952 


But the Council of Carthage was not peremptory in this matter; 
but deſired it might 9 eferre to Boniface and other Biſbops beyond the 
Seas: Which ſhews that here was no Decree abſolutely made, nor any 
Certainty of Tradition; for then to what purpoſe ſhould they ſend to 
other Churches to adviſe about it? 3 
z. When they came to be diſtinguiſhed from Aporryphal Writings. 
Whence thoſe who do not conſider the Reaſon of it; conclude them to 
have been Canonical. But ſometimes Apocryphal ſignified ſuch Books as 
were not in the Canon of Faith, as in the Authors before mentioned; 
ſometimes ſuch Books which were not allowed to be uſed among Chriſtians. 
This diſtinction we have in Raffines, who faith there are three ſorts. 
of Books; Canonical, as the 22 of the Old Teſtament; Eccleſiaſtical; of 
which fort he reckons Wiſdom, Eccleſiaſticus, Tobit, Judith and Maccha- 
bees, and theſe he ſaith were permitted to be read in Churches, but no Ar- 
gument could be brought out of them for matter of Faith; Apocryphal 
are ſuch which by no means were permitted to be read, And thus Innocen- 
tius his words may well be underſtood : For he concludes with ſaying, 
that other Writings were not, only to be rejected, but to be condemned. And 
ſo his meaning is to diſtinguiſh them from ſuch counterfeit Divine Wri- 
tings as were then abroad. For theſe were not to be wholly rejected, 
and in that large ſenſe he admits them into the Canon taking Eccleſia5ti- 
cal Writings which were read in Churches into that number. Andin | 
this ſenſe S. Auguſtin uſed the Word Apocryphal, when the Book of Aug. de Civ: 
Enoch is ſo called by him, and ſuch other counterfeit Writings under the 2% J. 13. 
Names of the Prophets and Apoſtles; but elſewhere he diſtinguiſhes be- 15 1 
tween the Canonical Books of Solomon, and thoſe which bear his Name ; 
which he faith the more learned know not to be his, but the Weſtern Church 
had of old owned their Authority, But in the caſe of the Book of Enoch, 
he appeals to the canon, which was kept in the Fewiſh Temple; and 10 
falls in with S. Jerom; and he confeſſes it is hard to juſtifie the Authori : 
ty of thoſe which are not in the Hebrew Canon. Of the Macchabeef he 2 Civ. 
fath, Ir i diſtinguiſbed from the Writings called Canonical; but it i re- - ye 45 * 
cerved by the Church as ſuch, What! to confirm matters of faith * No, = 
But for the glorious ſufferings theretn recorded; and elſewhere he ſait 
it u uleful, if it be ſoberly read. S. Auguſtin knew very well that all c. 29. 
Books were not received alike ; and that many were received in ſome 
parts of the Weſtern Church from the old Tranſlation out of the LXX, 
which were not received in the Ea#erz; and therefore in his Books of 


Ciriſtian Doctrine he gives Rules in judging of Canonical Books; to follow De Dofrr.1. 3: 


the Authority of the greateſt Number of Catholick Churches, eſpecially the o. 8. 
Apoſtolical ; and that thoſe which were received by all, ſhould be preferred be. 
fore thoſe which were only received by ſome. But he very well knew, that 
the Hebrew Canon was univerſally received, and that the controverted 
Books were not; and therefore, according to his Rule, theſe could ne- 
ver be of Equal Authority with the other. | | 
4. When the Roman Church dechared that it received the contro- 
erred Books into the Canon. This is ſaid to have been done by Gelaſias, 
with his $yod of LXX Biſbops, (and yet it is hard to — how 
Gregory ſo ſoon after ſhould contradict it.) This Title of it in the old 
MS. produced by Chiffletias, and by him attributed ro Hormiſaas, is 


The Order of the Old Teſtament which the Holy Catholick Roman Church re. Net. in Vigil 
 Cexves and honoars is this, But whether by Gelaſius, or Hormiſdas, I can- Tapl. p. 150: 


not underſtand, why ſuch a Decree as this ſhould not be put into the 
. 1 old 


„C. Gaudent. 
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old Roman Code of Canons, if it had been then made. That there was 


ſuch a one appears by the Copies of it in the Vatican, mention'd by the 
Roman Correctors of Gratian, and by mention; of it by the Canon of 
Si Romamrum. Diſt. 19. and De Libellis Diſt. 20. and by the latter we 
underſtand what Canons of Councils, and Decrees of Popes are in it, 
among whom are both Gelaſius and Hormifdas. This they agree to be 
the. ſame with that publiſh'd by Wendelſtin at Mentz, 1525. The 
piſtle of Ianotentius to Exuperius, with the Canon, is there publiſh'd, 
t not the other; and fo is the Canon of the Council of Carthage; 
but that of Zaodicea is cut off; and fo they are in that publiſh'd by 
Dionyſius Exiguus and Queſnell, (Juftellus his ancient Copy was imper- 
fea there,) but both theſe Canons being in the Roman Code, are an 
Argument to me, that the controverted Books were receiv'd by the 


"% 


Roman Church at that time; but in ſuch a manner, that S. Jerom's 


Prologues ſtill ſtood in the valgar Latin Bible, with the Commentaries 
of Lyra, and Additions of Bargenſis, which were iff for the Hebrew 
Canon; and S, Jerom's Authority prevailed more than the Pope's, as 


appears fully by what hath been alteady produced. 


5. To advance the Authority of theſe Books one ſtep higher, Euge- 


nias IV. declar'd them to be Part of the Canon in the Inſtruction given 


Hiſt, Concil. 
Trident. J. 6. 
v. i 1. u. 12. 


to the Armenians. Which the Roman Writers pretend to have been 
done in the Council of Horence: But Naclantus Biſhop of Chioza, in the 
Council of Trent, as Pallavicini ſaith, denyd that any ſuch Decree was 
made by the Council of Florence ; becauſe the i Seſſion of it ended 1449 
and that Decree was ſigned Feb. 4. 1441, To this the Legat * , 
That this was a Miſtake occaſion'd by Abraham Cretenſis, who publiſÞ'd 
the Latin Verſion of it, only till the Greeks Departure; but the Council con- 


tixu'd three Tears longer, as appear'd by the Extras of Auguſtinus Patri- 


ties, ſince publiſh'd in the Tomes of the Councils. But he never 
mentions the Canon of Scriptare ; however, becauſe Cervinus affirms, 
That he ſaw the Original ſigned by the Pope and Cardinals, we have 


. 'nb reaſon to difpute it. But then it appears how very little it ſignified, 


when Antonius the Biſhop of Florence oppoſed it, and Cardinal Nimenes, 
and Cardinal Cæjetan lighted it, and all who embraced the Council of 


Bafil looked on Eugenius his Decree as void; and after all, that very 


Decree only joins the Apocryphal Books in the ſame Canon, as the Coun- 


cil of Carthage had done; but it was reſerved as the peculiar Honour 
of the Council of Trent to declare, that Matters of Faith might be proved 
out of them, as well as out of any Canonical I, Cs 4 
6 
III. About the Free Uſe of the >criplure tn the vulgar 
Language, p2ohibited by the Council of Trent. 


To underſtand the Senſe of the Council of Trent in this matter, we 
muſt conſider, „„ 

I. That it declares the vulgar Latin to be Authentick ; i. e. that no Man 
ander any Pretence ſhall dare to preſume to reject it. Suppoſe the Pretence 
be, that it differs from the Original; no matter for that, he muſt not 
reject that which the Council hath declared Authentick, i. e. among the 
Latin Editions. But ſuppoſe a Man find other Latin Tranſlations truer 
in ſome Parts, becauſe they agree more with the Original Text, may 


he therein reject the vulgar Latin? By no means, if he thinks himſelf 


bound to adhere to the Council of Trent. But the Council ſuppoſes it 10 
| agree 


— P'S 


ſuch a manner, that the moſt Rude might underſtand it, Therefore there a. 9. 
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ret with the Original. And we muſt believe ne therein. This 
indeed the meaning of the Council, as far as I can judge. But what 
Catholick Tradition Was there for this? Tes, for 4 22 ears aſter 
Gregory's Time. But this is not Antiquity enough to found a Cathe- ' 
lick Tradition upon. If there were no more than a Thouſand from 
Gregory, there were Six Hundred paſt before him ; ſo that there mutt 
be à more ancient Tradition in the Church, wherein this Verſion was 
not Authentict; and how came it then to, be Authentic by virtue of 
Tradition? Here then Tradition muſt be given up; and the Council of 
Trent muſt-have ſome other Ground to go. upon, For I think the Tra- 
ditionary Men will not maintain the valgar Latin to have been always 
Authentick. : 5 | 
2. That it refefred the making the Index of prohibited Books to the 
Pope; and in the th Rule of that Index, All Perſons are forbidden the Uſe 
of the Scripture in the vulgar Tongue, without a particular Licenſe, and who- 
ſoever preſumes to do it without a Facalty, unleſs he firſt gives up his Bible, 
he is not to receive Abſolution. | ig 5 
My Buſineſs is now to enquire what Catholick Tradition the Pope and 
Council went upon in this Prohibition. But as to the Teſtimony of Fa- 
thers, I am prevented by ſome late Diſcourſes on this Subject. In- 
ſtead thereof therefore I ſhall, 5 f | 5 
1. Shew, from their own Writers, that there could be zo Catholic 
Tradition for ſuch à Prohibition. „ „„ 
2. Prove the General Conſent of the Catholick Church from publick 
Acts, as to the free Uſe of the Scripture, 1 | 
Thomas Aquinas grants, that the Scripture 2 to all, and in gi, 7. 1. 


was no Prohibition of ſuch Perſons reading it. 

Cajetan there uſes two Arguments for the Scriptures uſing Metaphors 
and Similitudes. 1. Becauſe God provides for all ; 2, Becauſe the Scripture 
6 tendred to all, And the Common People are not capable of underſtanding 
e Things without ſuch Helps. If the Scriptures were intended for 
all, how comes a Prohibition of the Uſe of t? 

Sixtus Senenſis grants, That in former Times the Scripture was tranſla- Sixt. 8 
ted into the vulgar Languages, and the People did commonly read it, to their — 8 
great Benefit, Then a Prohibition of it muſt alter the Churches practi- . 132. 
cal Tradition. „ | 

Alpboaſas 4 Caſtro yields to Eraſmus, that the Scriptures were of old Tranſta- Alphonſ. à 
ted into the vulgar Tongues, and that the Fathers, ſuch as S. Chryſoſtom, GRO af 
aud S. Jerom, perſuaded People to the reading them; but the Caſe is altered 2 
now, when ſuch Miſchief comes by the Reading the acl pla And yet the 
Tradition of the Church continues the ſame, and is impoſſible to be 
changed. | | 

3 puts the Caſe fairly; he grants that the Seriptures were at firſt Azor. Inſtit 
written and publiſbd in the Common Language ; that S.Chryſoſtom admits ow * 
all to read the Scriptures; and that the People did ſo then, but they do not © © 
now. But he faith the People then under ſtood Greek and Latin, and now 
they do not. If it were their own Language they might well under- 
ſtand it, but why ſhould not the Scripture now be in a Language they 
may underſtand ? For Greek and Latin did not make the common People 
one jot wiſer or better; and this Man calls it 4 Hereſie nom to ſay the 
Scriptures ought to be tranſlated into oar vulgar Languages, How much is 


the Faith of the Church changed? 
Iam 
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Ammian. 
Marcell. I. 23. 
Soz. 2. c. 9. 


2. I am now to prove the General Conſent of the Catholick Church 
in this Matter from Pablicł Acts, i. e. that all Parts of it have agreed 
in Tranſlations of Scripture into vulgar Languages without any ſuch 
Prohibition, | 5 

If there had been any ſuch thing in the Primitive Church, it would 
have held againſt the Latin 7. vanſlation it ſelf. For J hope none will 
ſay it was the Original, however Authentick it be made by the Council 
of Trent. How then came the Originals to be turned into the common 
Language? (as I ſuppoſe Latin will be allow'd to have been the com. 
mon Language of the Roman Empire.) There is no ObjeQion can 
now be made againſt any modern Tranſlations, but would haye held 
againſt the firſt Latin Verſion. Who the Author of it was is utter. 


ly unknown; and both 8. Auguſtin and S. Jerom ſay, There was 4 


great Variety among the old Tranſlations, and every one Tranſlated as he 
thought fit, So that there was no Reſtraint laid upon Tranſlating into 


the common Language. And unleſs Latin were an infallible Guide 


to thoſe that underſtood it, the People were as liable to be deceived 
in it, as either in Exglijh or French. | 

But it was not only thus in the Roman Empire, but where-ever a 
People were converted to Chriſtianity in all the elder Times, the 


_ Scripture was turned into their Language. The Eccleſiaſtical Hiſto- 


rians mention the Converſion of the Goths, and upon that, the Tranſls- 
tion of the Bible into their Language by Ulphilas their Biſhop. Walafridus 
Strabo adds to this, That beſides the Bible, they had all Publick Offices of 


of Religion performed in their 'own Language. 


How ſoon the Churches in Perſia were planted, it is impoſſible for 


us now to know; but in the MS. Eecleaſiſtical Hiftoryof Abulpharagius 
(in the Hands of Dr. Moftus) it is ſaid, that 4 Diſciple of Thaddaus 
preached the Goſpel iu Perſia, Aſſyria, and the Parts thereabouts; and 
that by another Diſciple of his, 360 Churches were ſettled there in his time; 
and that he came to Seleucia, the Metropolis of the Perſians, and there eſts- 
bliſb'd 4 Church, where he continued fifteen Tears. And from him there 
was a Succeſſion of the Patriarchs of Seleucia, which continues {till in 
the Eaſt; for upon Deſtruction thereof by Almanſor, they removed 
firſt to Bagdad, and after that to Moval over agninſt Niniveh, where 
their Reſidence hath been ſince ; and this Patriarch had univerſal Ju- 
riſdiction over the Eaſtern Churches as far as the Eaſt Indies, as appears 
by Morinus his Books of Ordinations in the Eaft, and the Proceedines 
with the Chriſtians of S. Thomas in the very End of the /aft Century. 

But we are certain from the Greek Hiſtorians, that in Conſtantine's 
Time, the Chriſtians in Perſia were ſo numerous that he wrote to the 
King of Perſia on their Behalf, Euſebius faith, that Conſtantine was in- 
formed, that the Churches were much increaſed there, and great Multitudes 
were brought into Chriſt's Flock ; and Conſtantine himſelf, in his Letter to 


Sapores, faith, the Chriſtians flouriſhed in the beſt Parts of Perſia ; and be 


hoped that they might continue ſo to do. But after Conſtantine's Death, a 


terrible Perſecution befel them, wherein Sozomen ſaith, the Names of 


10000 Martyrs were preſerved, beſides an innumerable Multitude of unknown 


Perſons, The ſharpeſt Part of the Perſecution fell upon the Biſhops and 


Presbyters, eſpecially in Adiabene, which was almoſt wholly Chriſtian, 
which Ammianus Marcellinas ſaith, was the ſame with Aria, wherein 
were /NinivehEcbatane, Arbella, Gaugamela, Babylon (or Seleucia) and Cteſi- 
Phon, of which Sozomez ſaith, Symeon was then Archbiſhop, And he 
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names above twenty Biſhops who ſuffered beſides, and one Martabdes 

a Corepiſcop#s, with 2.50 of his Clergy. After the time of Sapores ſeveral 

ſharp Perſecutions fell upon thoſe Churches in the Times of Vararanes 

and Iſdigerdes, of which the Greek Hiſtorians take notice, and one of 

them, ſaith Theodoret, laſted thirty Years, This I mention to ſhew Thead. 1. 5, 
what mean Thoughts thoſe have of the Catholick Church, who confine © 39. 

it to the Roman Communion, Theodoret and S, Chryſoſtom both affirm, T 

that the Perſians had the Scriptures.in their own Language; and Soz0- 8 
men faith, that Sy meon Archbiſbop of Seleucia, and Cteſiphon before his aft. m. 
own Martyrdom, incouraged the reit to Har out of the Holy Scriptures, J. P. 333. 


Which ſuppoſes them well acquainted with the Language of it, and * . 


it is not very likely they ſhould beteither with the Hebrew, Greek or Chry. inſoh, 
Latin; but the other Teſtimonies make it clear that it was in their Hm. p. 561, 
own Tongue. | | | . 
The Anonymus Writer of S. Chryſoſtom's Life affirms, That while he Vit. Chryſ. 
tid in Armenia, he cauſed the New Teſtament to be tranſlated into the Ar. c. 113. 
menian Torgue for the Benefit of thoſe Churches. And this Tradition is al- 
jow'd by ſeveral Learned Men in the Church of Rome. But the Arme- 
„aus themſelves ſay, the whole Bible was tranſlated into the Armenian 
[Language by Moſes Grammaticus, David and Mampræus, three learned ee 
Men of their own, in the time of their Patriarch Iſaac about S. Chryſoſtom's Rom. N 
time, Thodoret, in the place already cited, mentions the Armenian p. 63. 
Tranſlation, as a thing well known; and he was near enough to un- 
derſta nd the Truth of it. : | 5 Ka 
Jacobus de Vitriaco, a Roman Cardinal, faith, That the Armenians in _ 
bis time had the Scriptures read to them in their own Language. „. * * 

The Syriack Verſion for the Uſe of thoſe in the Eaſtern Parts who 
underſtood not Hebrew or Greek, is allow'd by all Learned Men to have 
been very ancient, I mean, the old ſimple Verſion out of the Originals, 
and not that out of the LXX, of the Old Teſtament. As to the New, 
the Tradition of the Eaſtern People is, that it was done either in the Apo- 
les times, or very near them, Abraham Ecchellenſis ſhews, from the Sy- 
riack Writers, that the compleat Tranſlation of the Bible was made in tbe time Abr. Ecchel 
of Abgarus, King of Edeſſa, by the means of Thaddæus and the other in Ebed. m 
Apoſtles ; and as to the time of Thaddæus, Gregorius Malatienſis con: Jeſu. 
firms it. | . 

Poſtellus quotes an ancient Tradition (which my Adverſaries ought to Greg, Hf. 
regard) that S. Mark himſelf tranſlated not only his own Goſpel, but all the _ 
Books of the New Teſtament into the Vulzar Syriack, It is ſufficient to my 
purpoſe, to ſhew that there was ſuch an ancient Tran- 
lation; which is owned by 8. Chryſoſtom, S. Ambroſe, S. Chryſoft. hom. 2 in Toh. 

S. Auguſtin, Diodorus and Theodoret: which makes we Ambrol. Hex. 1. c. 8. 
wonder at Cardinal Bellarmins affirming with ſo much Aug. 4e. Civze. Des, l. 15, 
Confidence, that none of the Fathers ſpeak of the Syriack Diod. 2 1 
Verſon, when Theodoret alone mentions it ſo often in his Theod. is Pfal. 3. 4. 
Commentaries  _ | | in Plal. 103. 26. 
Although the Greeks in Egypt might very well under- e 
ſtand the Greek of the Old and New Teſtament, (eſpe- De verb. Dei, 1. 5 
cially if that which is called the LXX. were done b ß 

the Alexandrian Jews, as ſome imagine) yet thoſe who knew no other „. ... 
than the old Egyptian Language could not make uſe of it. And therefore ae 8 
Coptick Tranſlation was made for them; which Kircher thinks to have 

deen 1300 Years old. And he withal obſerves, that their ancient Litur- 


- 


gies mere in the Coptick Language, That 
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That it might not be ſuſpected that Nircher impoſed upon the 
World, he gives a-particular Account. of the Books he had ſeen in the 
Vatican Library and elſewhere in the Coptick Tongue. The Pentateuch in 
three Tomes, diſtinguiſhed into Paragraphs by Lines. The four Goſpels by 
themſelves, S. Paul's Epiſtles and three Canonical Epiſtles, with the its jy 
another Volume. The Apocalypſe by it ſelf, and the Pjalter, The Liturg) of 
S. Mark, with other daily Prayers, The Liturgy of S. Gregory, with the 
Prayers of S. Cyril in the Coptick Language; and a Liturgy of S, Baſil 
with Gregory and Cyril, with ſeveral other Rituals, Miſſals and Prayers, 
all in the ſame Tongue, All theſe, he ſaith, are in the Vatican Library, 


p. 186. And in that of the Maronites College, he faith, i an old Copiick Mart). 


rology about 1 F oo Tears ſtanding, by which he finds, that the chief Imploy. 
ment of the old Egyptian Monks was to tranſlate the Bible out of Hebrew, Cal. 
dee and Greek into the Coptick Tongue, 

Morinus faith, that in the Oratorian Library at Paris, they had the Coptict 
| Goſpels brought from Conſtantinople by Monſr. de Sancy. | 
Epiſt. 14. Petrus 4 Valle, a Noble Man of Rome, and a great Traveller, faith 

He had ſeveral parts of Scripture in the Coptick Language, which were turd 
into Arabick, when the old Coptick grew into diſuſe. 
Hottinger. Petræus had in the Eaſtern Parts 4 Coptick Pſalter, with an Arabick 
Merhurgem. V. erſion, which he de ſignꝰd to publiſh, | 
P. 189. The Congregation de propag anda Fide at Rome had ſeveral Coptick MS. 
ſent to them out of Egypt, among the reſt, the Coptick Book of Ordina- 
tion, Tranſlated and Printed by Kjrcher, and fince Reprinted by Mo- 
| VIRUS. 

De Ordinat. Seguier the late Chancellour of France, had in his Library, the Conſe- 
aer p. 504. eration of a Patriarch in Coptick and Arabick, and ſeveral Tranſlations of 
_ MSS. the Bible, and Prayers in both Languages. 

3 The Æthiopict Tranſlation bears date with the Conuerſion of the Na- 

Hit. Ethiop. tion, according to their own Tradition, which ſome make to be in the 
. 3. c. 4. Apaſtolical Times, and others in the time of Conſtantine; and their Pub- 

lick Offices are perform'd in their own Tongue. The Chancellour Se- 
g vier had not only many parts of the Bible, but Prayers and Offices in 
the £thiopick Tongue, | 
I ſhall add but one thing more to this purpoſe, which is taken from 
the want of Antiquity in the Arabick Verſions ; which is confeſſed by 
the learned Criticks on all ſides. And even this tends to prove my De- 
ſign. For when the Saracez Empire prevailed, the People grew more 
acquainted with the Arabick than with tne Sriacł or Coptick; and there- 
fore the Scripture was then tranſlated into Arabick ;. (as Vaſæus faith it 
was done in Spain, after the Moors came thither by a Biſhop of Sevi) 
and this was the true Reaſon why the Arabick Verſions have no greater 

Gabr. Sionita Antiquity. For Gabriel Sionita obſerves, that the Arabick i become the 

de Arab, moft vulgar Language in the Eaſtern Parts, And becauſe it was ſo in H- 

c. 12. ria as well as Egypt, therefore there are different Arabick Verſions; the 

one called Codex Antiochenus, and the other Alexanarinas, | 
Thus I have proved that there was a Catholick Tradition directly con- 
trary to that eſtabliſhed by order of the Council of Trent. | 
And now I proceed to give an Account of the Xethods and Steps by 
which this Decree came to its Ripeneſs. | EIA 
1. The firſt Step was the Declenſion and Corruption of the Latin Tongue 


Diſſert. Ef iſt. 
13. 


Polyb. 1,3. in the Weſtern Church. It is obſerved by Polybius, that from the time of 


the firft League between the Romans and Carthaginians, the Latin Tongue 
was 


* 


againſt the Scripture in a known Tongue. 463 
"ir ſo much changed, even in Rome it 5 that ver) fem could underſtand. 
the Words of it, And Feſtus in Latine loqui ſaith, that the Langaage was ſo 
iter d, that ſcarce any part of it remain'd entire. Scaliger thinks theſe words 
vere added to Feſtus by Paulus Diaconus ; which ſeems much more pro- 
bable ſince he lived in the time of Charlemagn. At which time we may 


calily ſuppoſe the Latin Tongue to have been very much corrupted by 
the Writers, and not fo ea ſie to be underſtood any where by the com- 


—— 


mon People in ſudden Diſcourſe, as it had been before. Which ap- 


gears evident by the Latin Sermons made to the People in the ſeveral 
Fojinces of the Roman Empire; as ih Africa by S. Auguſtin and Ful. 
gentius; in Italy, by Petrus Chryſologus, Laurentius Novarienſis, Gauden- 
tius Brixienſis, EnnodiusTicinenſis ; In Spain, by Iſidore, IIdephonſus and 
others: In Gaal, by Cæſarius, Eucherius, Eligius, and ſeveral others, 
whole Latin Sermons to the People, are ſtill extant. In the Council of 


Tours, in the time of Charlemagn, particular Care is taken that the Ho- Conc. Turon- 


milies ſhould be tranſlated by their Biſhops either into the Ra#tick Roman, or 3. c. 17. 
the German, that the People might the eaſier underſtand them, Theſe Ho- 
milies were either thoſe which charlemagn cauſed to be taken out of 


the Fathers, and apply'd to the ſeveral Leſſons through the Year, as 


Sizebert obſerves, or of their own compoſing; however, they were to 8 An; 
be turned by the Biſhops either into Raffi Roman, or German, as 
ſerved beſt to the Capacities of the People. For the Franks then either 
retained the Original German, or uſed the Ruftick Roman; but this lat- 
ter ſo much prevailed over the other, that in the Solemn Oaths be- 7 
tween Lewis and Charles upon parting the Dominions of Fance and | 
Germany, ſet down in Nithardus, the Ruſtict Roman was become the Nithard. . 3. 
vulgar Language of France, and theſe were but the Grandchildren of - 
Charlemag n. Marquardus Freherus thinks, that only the Princes aun Great = co 4 
Men retained the German, but the generality then Hale the Ruſtick Ro- 2 e 


3 p 


man; as appears by the Oath of the People; which begins _ / Lud. & Car. 


Si Lodwigs Sacrament que Son Fradre Carlo jurat conſervat, & zrolas V Capitul. 


meo Serdra de ſao part uon los tanit, ſi Jo returnar non licit pots, ne Jo, ne 7. 
i . | . 5 . : | \ .. : 14 268 1 it. 8. 
neuls cui eo returnar nil pois, in nulla adjudha contra Lodwig nan li ider. 


By which we may ſee what a mixture of Latin there was in the vul. 


| gar Language then uſed by the Franks, and how eaſie it was for the Peo- 


ple then to underſtand the publick Offices being conſtant ; but ther Ser- 

nons not being ſo, there was greater Neceſſity to turn them into that 

corrupt or R«ſtick Roman, Which was thoroughly underſtood by them. 

In Spain the Latin wns leſs corrupted, before the Gothict and Arabith, 

or Mooriſh Words were taken into it. Lucius Marineus faith, that had Marineus Si- 
it not been for the Mixture of thoſe words, the Spaniards had ſpoke as good ons & a 
Latin as the Romans did in the time of Tully ; and he ſaith, that to his . 2 * 


' time, he had ſeen Epiſtles written in Spaniſh, wherein all the Nouns int 


Verbs were good Latin. In Italy, tht Affinity of the vulgar prevailing 
Language and Latin continued ſo great, that the Difference ſeemed for 
ſome Hundred Years, no more than of the learned and common Greek, 
or of the Exgliſb and Scoteh; and ſo no Neceſſity was then apprehen- 
ded of tranſlating the correct Tongue into a corrupt Dialect of it. 

But where there was a plain Difference of Language there was ſome 
Care even then taken, that the People might underftand what they 
heard, as appears by theſe things, — | Ren 

1. Alcuinus gives an Account why one Day was called Sabbatum in Alchuin. de 
12 Ledionibas, when there were but ſix Leſſons; and he ſaith, it was divin. Offic 

| e 2 OP RY OE nll SN EO becauſe © 29. 


Caroli Calvi. 


* 2 h eee | — 
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becauſe they were read both in Greek and Latin, they not under ſtanding, each 
others Languages. Not becauſe the Greek was a holy Tongue, but guis 
aderant Græci, quibus Ignota erat Lingua Latina; which ſhews. that the 
Church then thought it a reaſonable Cauſe to have the Scripture in 
Amalar. de ſuch a Language, which might be underſtood by the People. Th 
Offic. l. 2. | 8 ; ble. The 
. ſame Reaſon is given by Amalarius. „ ge, 
Rhenan. Rer. 2. In the German Churches there were ancient Tranſlations of Serj. 
German. pture into their own Language. B. Rhenanus attributes a Tranſlation 
5. 112. of the Goſpels to Waldo Biſhop of Freiſing, as ſoon as the Franks re. 
ceived C britianit ; and he faith; It was the immortal Honour of the 
Franks, to have the Scripture ſo ſoon tranſlated into their own Language; 
which, faith he, # of late oppoſed 7 ſome Divines : So little did he know 
Rer. Alem. Of an univerſal Tradition againſt it. Goldaſtus mentions the Tranſla. 
To. 1. 5. 120. tion in Rhime by Ottfridus Miſſenburgenſis, publiſh'd by Achilles Gaſſa. 


He F i _ the Pſalter of Norterus, Rudolphus ab Eems his Paraphraſe of the 


To. 2. 7. 326, Old Teftament, Andreas du Cheſu hath publiſh'd a Preface before an old 
Saxon Book, wherein it is ſaid, that Ludovicus Pius did take care that al 
the People ſhould read the Scripture in their own Tongue, and gave it in 
charge to a Saxon to tranſlate both Old and New Teſtament into the German 

Language; which, ſaith he, was perform'd very elegantly. 

I. In the Saxon Churches here, it was not to be expected that the 
Bed. Epiſt. Scripture ſhould be tranſlated, till there were Perſons learned both in 
ad Egbert, the Saxon and the other Languages. Bede, in his Epiſtle to Egbert, puts 
35 12 him upon inſtructing the common People in their own Language, 

N r in the Creed and Lord's Prayer; and to further ſo good a 
Work, Bede himſelf tranſlated the Goſpel of S. John into the Saxon 

Tongue, as Cuthbert ſaith in the Epiſtle about his Death, in tlie Life of 

© Beat, before his Saxon Hiſtory. It appears by the old Canons of 

_— Ne Churches, and the Epiſtles of Ælfric, faith Mr. Lifle, that there was an 

and New Te- old Saxon Canon for the PrieFt to ſay unto the People, the Senſe of the Giſ- 

fament. el in Engliſh; and Alfric faith of himſelf, that he had tranſlated the 
1 1 and ſome of the Hiſtorical Books, The New Teſtament was 
tranſlated by ſeveral Hands; and an ancient Saxon Tranſlation hath 

been lately publiſh'd with the Gothic Goſpels. And there were old 

Saxon Gloſſes upon the Goſpels of Aldred, Fermen and Owen. The laſt 
Work of K. Alfred was the Tranſlating the Pſalter; and if the MS. Hi- 
Rory,of Eh deſerves credit, he tranſlated both the Old and New Tefts- 

HU Phe, 4. It is not denied either by Bellar min or Baronius, that the Sclavoni- 

bo Dei,1.2, Ans, in the gth Century, had a Permiſſion, upon their Converſion to Chriſt- 

Bat. 44 An. anity, to enjoy the Bible, and to have public Offices perform d in their own 

$80, n. 16. Language. But they tell us, it was becauſe they were then Children in the 
Faith, and to be indulged ; (but methinks Children were moſt in dan- 

ger to be ſeducd;) or there were not Prieſts enough to officiate in Latin at 

77 But this was no Reaſon then given, as appears by the Pope's own 

Letter publiſh'd by Baronias, wherein he gives God Thanks for the Ju- 

vention of Letters among them. by Conſtantine 4 Philoſopher ; and he ex- 

prefly ſaith, that God had not confined his Honour to three Languages, but 


4 People and Languages were to praiſe him; and he ſaith, God himſelf in 1 


Scripture had ſo commanded; and he quotes S. Paul's Words for it. 


One would wonder thoſe great Men ſhould no better conſider the 


Pope's own Reaſons, but give others for him, which he never thought 
pl. It is true, he adds, that he would have the Goſpel read fir#t in Latin, 
| an 


1 


againſt the Scripture in a Muomn Tongue. 4665 
ind then in Sc la vonian, and if they pleaſed, he would have the Maſs ſaid in 
Latin; but the Sclavonians continud their Cuſtom, and the Pope was 
willing enough to let them enjoy it, for his own Convenience as well 
25 theirs. For there was a Secret in this Matter, which is not fully 
underſtood. , . 3 A 

Aventinus faith, That Methodius invented their Letters, and tranſla- 
td the Scriptures into the Sclavonian Tongue, and 5 the People to #4 

; . . a | | „. 1. 
eject the Latin Service; but this I fee no ground for. But the Truth 2. 434. 
of the matter was, the Sclavogians were converted by the Means of 
Met hodius and Cyril, (other wiſe called Conſtantine) two Greek Biſbops, 
and the Chriſtian Religion was ſettled among them by their Means, 
and they tranſlated the Scriptures and Offices of Worſhip into their 
own Language. The Pope had not forgotten the Buſineſs of the 
Bulgarians, and he could not tell but this might end in ſubjection to 
another Patriarchal See; and therefore he endeavours to get Methodius 
and Ci to Rome, and having gain d them, he ſends a ſweetning Let- 
ter to the Prince, and makes the Conceſſion beforemention'd. For he 
could not but remember how very lately the Greeks had gain'd the Bar. ,, 860. 
Bulgarians from him; and left the Slavonians ſhould follow them, he . 80. A 
was content to let them have what they deſir'd, and had already e- 
ſtabliſh'd among themſelves without his Permiſſion. All this appears 
from the Account of this Matter given by Conſtantinus Porphyrogenetas, 
compared with Diocleas his Regnum Sclavoram, and Lucius his Dalma- 
tian Hiſtory. n 

It is ſufficient for my Purpoſe, that Diocleas owns that Conſtantine 
(to whom Andreas Danaalus, D. of Venice, in his MS. Hiſtory cited by Luci. de Reg- 
Lucius, faith, The Pope gave the Name of Cyril) did tranſlate the Bible no Dalmatiæ 
into the Sclavonian Tongue, for the Benefit 7 the People, and the publick © © © Fr 
Offices out of Greek, according to their Cuftom, And the Chancellour 
Seguier had in his Library both the New Teſtament and Liturgies in the Catal. MSS. 
Sclavonian Language, and in Cyri”s Character; and many of the Greek P. 33 34- 
So Commentaries on Scripture in that Tongue, but not one of 
the Latin. 

2. The next Step was, when Gregory VII. prohibited the Tranſlation MP 
of the Latin Office. in the fret, 5 this he did 55 the 1 _— A 
King of Bohemia himſelf, after a peremptory manner; but he ſaith, I: 
was the Requeſt of the Nobility, that they might have divine Offices in the 
Sleavonian Tongue, which he could by no means yield to. What was the 
matter? How comes the Caſe to be ſo much alter'd from what it was 
in his Predeceſſor's time? The true Reaſon was, the Bohemian Churches 
were then brought into greater Subjection to the Roman See, after the 
Conſecrativn of Dithmarus Saxo to be their Archbiſhop ; and now they 
muſt own their Subjection, as the Roman Provinces were wont to do, 
by receiving the Language. But as his Predeceſſor had found Scripture 
for it, ſo Gregory pretends he had found Reaſon againſt it, viz. The 
Scripture was obſcure, and apt to be miſunderſtood and deſpiſed, What ! more 
than in the time of Methodius and Cyril? If they plead Pri- n ; 
mitive Practice, he plainly anſwers, That the Church is ,, eee mw 
grown wiſer, and hath corrected many things that were then al- paribus poſtmodum firmata 
lowd. This is indeed to the purpoſe, and therefore by Chriftianirate, & Religione 
the Authority of S. Peter, he forbids him to ſuffer any ſuch S e examination 
thing, and charges him to oppoſe it with all his might. . 

But after all, it is entred in the Canon Law De Officio Jud. Ord. 1. 1. 

gi Uuu 2 | Tit. 31, 


— 


Aventin. An- 
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Labb. Concil. 
To. 11. 


p. 427. 


Cochl. c. Alex. Aleſium, AJ. D. 


1533. 


Tit. 3 1. c. Quoniam. as a Decree of Innocent. III. in the Lateran 8 
eil, that where there were People of different Languages, the Biſhop mas tg; 
provide Perſons fit to officiate in thoſe ſeveral Languages. Why ſo ? If there 
were a Prohibition of uſing any but the Latin J ongue. But this was fo 
the Greeks, and theirs was an holy Tongue. That is not ſaid; nor if ir 
were, wou'd it ſignifie any thing; for doth any imaginary Holineſs of 
the Tongue ſanctifie ignorant Devotion? But the Canon ſuppoſes them to 
have the ſame Faith, ; | | 

Then the meaning is, that no Man muſt examine his Religion by the 
Scripture, but if he reſolves before-hand to believe as the Church he- 
lieves, then he may have the Scriptures or Prayers in what Lan. 
guage he pleaſes. But even this is not permitted in the Roman 
Church. For, | 

3. After the Inquiſition was ſet up by the Authority of Innocent III. 
in the Lateran Council, no Lay Perſons were permitted to have the 
Books of the Old and New Teſtament; but the P/alter, or Breviam, 
or Hours, they might have; but by no means in the vulgar Language, 
This is called by Dyachery and Labbe, the Council of Tholoaſe, but in 
truth it was nothing elſe but an Order of the Inquiſition, as will appear 
to any one that reads it. And the Inquiſition ought to have the Ho- 
nour of it, both in France and Spain, Which Prohibition hath been 
ſo grateful to ſome Divines of the Church of Rome, that 
Cochlæus calls it pious, juit, reaſonable, wholſome and Ne- 


Andrad. Defenſ. Concil. Tri- ceſſ, ary, Andradius thinks the taking of it away would be de. 


dent. . 4. #tructive to Faith: Ledeſma faith, The true Catholicks do 
Ledeima de Div. Script. qua- not deſire it, and bad onght not to be pratified with it. Petrus 
vn lingua non leg. p. 155. 


Per. Sutor de 


3 Bib. Sator, a Carthuſtan Doctor, calls the Tranſlating Scri- 


lie, p. 99. p. 96. pture into the vulgar Languages, 4 raſh, uſeleſs and dan- 


geroas thing; and he gives the true Reaſon of it, viz, 


That the-People will be apt to murmur when they ſee things required as from 
the Apoſtles, which they cannot find a word of in Scripture, And when all 


is faid on this Subject that can be, by Men of more Art, this is 


the plaineſt and honeſteſt Reaſon for ſuch a Prohibition; but I hope 


I have made it appear it is not built on any Chatholick Tradition, & 


IV. Of the Merit of good Wozks. 20 0. 2. B. 
The Council of Trent, Seſſ. 6. c. 16. declares, That the good Works of ju- 


fſtified Perſons do truly deſerve Eternal Life; and Can, 32. an Anathema i 


denounced againſt him that that denies them to be meritorious, or that à ju- 


ſtified Perſon by them doth not truly merit Increaſe of Grace, and Happineſs, 


Vega de Fu- 
tif. l. 8. c. 8. 


and Eternal Life. | 
The Council hath not thought fit to declare what it means by truly 


meriting; but certainly it muſt be oppoſed to an improper kind of 


Meriting, and what that is we muſt learn from the Divines of the 
Church of Rome. 18 


1. Some ſay, that ſome of the Fathers ſpeak of an improper kind 


of Merit, which is no more than the due Means for attaining of 


Happineſs as the End. So Vega confeſſes they often uſe the word Me- 


rit, where there is no Reaſon for Merit, either by way of Congruit) or 


Condignity, Therefore where there is true Merit, there muſt be a pro- 
oY Reaſon for it. And the Council of Trent being deſigned to condemn 
ome prevailing Opinions at that time, among thoſe they called He- 
reticks, this Aſſertion of true Merit muſt be leveli'd againit 2 Po- 

| | f rine 


condigno, yet becauſe it ſtill uſes the words vert mereri, it implies ſome- Grat. I. 12. 


tribution of Juſtice, and if ſo, the Merit muſ 


7 
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2. Others ſay, that a mere Congruity ariſing from the Promiſe and 
Favour of God in rewarding the AQts of his Grace in juſtified Perſons, 
cannot be the proper Merit intended by 'the Council. And that for 
theſe Reaſons ; | | 122 Bf | 

1. Saarez obſerves, that altho* the Council avoids the Terms ex Suarez de 
thing more than mere Congruity; and becauſe it ſpeaks of meriting the © + n. 12+ 
Increaſe of Grace, and not the firſt Grace „ a Congruity is allow'd for 
the fr Grace, which it excludes by mentioning the Increaſe, And with- 
al, it brings places to pfove, that the giving the Reward muſt be 4 Re- 

be more than that of Con- 

. | 
2. Becauſe God's Promiſe doth not give any Intrinſict Value to the Na- 
ture of the Act, no more than his Threat ning doth increaſe the Nature 
of Guilt. If the King of Perſia had promiſed a Province to him that 
gave him a Draught of Water, the Ad it ſelf had been no more meri- 
torious; but it only ſhewed the Munificence'of the Prince; no more 
do God's Promiſes of Eternal Life add any Merit to the Acts of Grace, 
but only ſet forth the infinite Bounty of the Promiſer. 

3. In the Conference at Ratisbon (tlie Yeat this Decree paſſed by the 
Emperour's Order) the Proteſtant Party did yield, that by virtue of God's Piſputat. Ra- 
Promiſe, the Reward of Eternal Life was due td juſtified Perſons; as 4 Father tisbonæ An. 
promiſing a great Reward to his Son for his Pains in ſtudying, makes it be- 1546. p.568. 
come due to him, altho' there be no proportion between them, And if no more 
were meant by Merit of Congruity, than that it was very agreeable to the 
Divine Nature to reward the Acts of his own Grace with an infinite Reward, 
they would yield this too. NS. ; 8 

4. Cardinal Pallavicini gives us the plain and true Meaning of the 11;#. conc. 
Council, viz. That a Merit de Congruo was allom'd for Works before Ju- Trid. l. 8. 


 Pification ; but for Works after, they all agreed, he faith, that there was 4 © 4. 1. 4. 


Merit de condigno in them, both for Increaſe of Grace and Eternal Glory, 
By Merit de condigno is meant ſuch an Intrinſuck Value in the Nature 
of the Act, as makes the Reward in Juſtice to be due to it. 

Some call one of theſe, Meritum ſecundum quid; which is the ſame Rich. de Me- 
with de congruo; which really deſerves no Reward, but receives it on- 4, Vil. in 
ly from the Liberality of the Giver; and this hath not truly, fay they, rf 
the Notion of Merit; but that which makes the Reward due, is {imple 2. 7 1. Nich. 
and true Merit, when it doth not come merely from the Kindneſs of de Orbellis 
the Giver, but from Reſpect to the Worthineſs of the Action and the N 
Doer, and this is de condig no. ; * 

Let us now ſee what Catholick Tradition there was for this Doctrine, 
and whether this were taught them by their Fathers in a continued 


Succeſſion down from the Apoſtle's times. 


But 


id 


{ 88 


No Catholick Traditim 5 


Credis non propriis meritis, 


But that there was a Change, as to the Senſe of the Church in thig 
Matter, I ſhall prove in the firſt place from an Office which was al. 
low d in the Church before, and forbidden after. It was an Office, with 
0 reſpect to dying Perſons, wherein are theſe Queſtions. 

Q. Doſt thou believe that thou ſhalt come to Heaven, — 


OP ry porting 2 8 _— 4 Yu by thy own Merits, but by the Virtue and Merit of (brill 
gloriam pervenire ? Pain; * 


Credo. 


A. I do believe it. 


zel, fun be Se e., . Doft thou believe that Cle died for our baer 
ira mortus fit ; & quod ex fro- Ton, and that none can be ſaved by their onn Merits, or 
priis meritis, vel alio modo any other way but by the Merits of his Paſſſon? 


nullus poſſit ſalvari niſi in me- A. I do believe it. 


#ito paſſionss ejus ? 


Credo. 


Hoſ Confeſſ. 
Petricovi, 
c. 73. Pp. 144. 


Antididagma 
Colon. f. 
. 


Enchirid. 
Colon. f. 
1476. 


Adrian de 


Sacr. Euchar, 


.. 


Now when the Indices Expurgatorii were made, in pur. 
| ſuance to the Order of the Council of Trent, this Paſſage 
was no longer endured. For, in the Roman Index, the Ordo Bapti. 
zandi, wherein this Queſtion. was, is forbidden till it were corrected. 
But the Spaniſh Indices explain the Myſtery ; that of Cardinal Quiroga 
ſaith expreſly, thoſe Queſtions and Anſwers mu3t be blotted out; and the 
like we find in the Index of Soto major and Sandoval. What now is the 
Reaſon, that ſuch Queſtions and Anſwers were no longer permitted, 


if the Churches Tradition continued ſtill the ſame? Was not this a 


way to know the Tradition of the Church by the Offices uſed in it ? 


This was no Primitive Office then firſt uſed, but altho? the Prohibis 


tion mentions one Impreſſion at Venice (as tho there had been no 


more) I have one before me, printed by Gryphius at Venice two Years 


before that; and long before with the Præceptorium of Lyra, Anno Dom. 
1495. Where the Queſtion to the dying Perſon is in theſe words, Si 
credit ſe Merito Paſſionis Chriſti & non ous ad gloriam pervenire? Et 
reſpondeat Credo. And the ſame Que 
Sacerdotale Romanum, Printed by Nzicolinus at Venice 1 58 5. Cardinal 
Hoſius ſays, That he had ſeen thoſe Queſtions and Anſwers in the Sa- 
cerdotale Romanum, and in the Hortalus Anime; and that they were be- 
lieved to be firſt preſcribed by Anſelm, Archbiſhop of Canterbury. On 
what Account now, come theſe things to be prohibited and expun- 
ged, if the Churches Doctrine and Tradition about this matter, be ſtill 
the very ſame? No doubt it was believed, that the Council of Trent 
had now ſo far declared the Senfe of the Church another way, that 
ſuch Queſtions and Anſwers were no longer to be endured. 

But before the Council of Trent, the Canons of Colen againſt Herman- 
nus their Biſhop, when he publiſh'd his Reformation, declare, that 
God's giving Eternal Life upon good Works, is, ex gratuita diznatione 


ſuæ clementiæ, from the Favour which God vouchſates to them. Which, 
to my Apprehenſion, is inconſiſtent with the Notion of true Merit in 


the Works themſelves ; for if there be any Coudignity in them, it can- 
not be mere Grace and Favour in God to reward them, 


The fame Canons in their Enchiridion ſome Years before, when 


they joyned with their Biſhop, call it Stupidity, to think that good 
Works are rewarded with Eternal Life for any Dignity in the Works 
themſelves. And if there be no Dignity in them, there can be no true 

Merit; as the Council of Trent determines with an Anathema. | 
Pope Ardian VII. gives ſuch an Account of the Merit of our Works, 
that he could never imagine any Condignity in them to Eternal Lite. 
For, ſaith he, our Merits are a broken Reed, which pierce the Hand of _ 
Hal 


Ions and Anſwers I have in a 


„ . wy, —_o 2 


Which I think overthrows any true Merit. 


ſert Merit, and in truth to deny it; for, how can there be true Merit 


* * 


for the Merits of Good Works. 469 2 
that leans upon them ; they are 4 menſtruous Cloth, and aur beft Aitions — - 
with Impurities; and when we have done all that we can, we are unprofitable 


Servants, © 


petrus de Alliaco Cardinab of Cambray, attributes no other Effet to Per. de Allias 
good Works than of a Cauſa fine qud non; and ſaith, That the Reward 2 * 4. J. 
is not to be attributed to any Virtue in them, but to the Will of the Giver. ar, 1 : . 
235. +6. 


Gabriel Biel attributes the Merit of Good Works not to any intrinſical Biel. in, . 5 
Goodneſs in them, but to God's Acceptation. Which is in words to af. Jen. diſſ. 27. 


art. I. not. 3. 


in the Works, if all their Value depends upon Divine Acceptance? 
Thomas Walden charges Wickliff with aſſerting the Doctrine of Merit, Walden. de 
and encouraging Men to truſt in their own Righteouſneſs ; and he quotes m. Tit. 
Scripture and Fathers againſt it; and he blames the Uſe of the erm 
of Merit, either ex congruo, or ex condiguo: Which he ſaith, was an In- 
vention of ſome late Schoolmen, and was contrary*to the ancient Doctrine of 
the Church, As he proves not ay from Scripture and Fathers, but from 
the ancient Offices too; as in the Canon of the Maſs, Non eſtimator 
meriti, ſed venie quaſumus largitor, ec. Fer: 4, Paſſ. Ut qui de merito- 
rum qualitate diffidimus, non 2 tuum ſed miſericordiam conſequa- 
mur. Dom. 2. Adv. Ubi nulla ſuppetunt ſuſſragia meritorum, tus nobis 
indulgentia ſuccarre præſidiis. How comes the Doctrine condemn'd in 
Wickliff to be eſtabliſh'd in the Council of Trent ? For he was blamed 
for aſſerting true Merit, and the Council aſſerts it with an Anathema 
to thoſe that deny it. And yet we muſt believe the very ſame Tradi- 
tion to have been in the Church all this while. OL 
Vega faith, That Walden ſpeaks againſt Merits without Grace; but ye. i 
any one that reads him, will find it otherwiſe. For he produces thoſe op. Nu. 4: 
Paſſages out of the Fathers againſt Merits which do ſuppoſe Divine 
Grace, as it were eaſie to ſhew; but Friar Walden thought the Notion 
of Merit inconſiſtent with the Power and Influence of Divine Grace neceſ- 
fary to our beſt Actions, God, faith he, doth not regard Merit, either as 
#0 Congruity or Condignity, but his on Grace, and Will, and Mercy. REP 
Marſilius de Ingen, who liv'd before Walden, reckons up three Opi- Marll. in 
nions about Aterit; the firſt of thoſe who denied it, and of this, faith . 54. 
he, Durandus ſeems to be, and one Joh, de Everbacho. The ſecond of 4. 18. 


thoſe who ſaid, that our Works have no merit f themſelves, but as in- 


formed by Divine Grace, and from the Aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt, ſo they do 


truly merit Eternal Life. And of this Opinion, he ſaith, was Thomas de 
Argentina. The third Was, of thoſe who granted that true Merit doth 
imply an Equality, but then they diſtinguiſb Equality, as to Quantity, and 
40 to Proportion, and as to this latter Senſe they aſſerted an Equality. And 
of this Opinion, he ſaith, was petrus de Tarautaſia. But he delivers his 
own Judgment in theſe Concluſions. =@_ | = 
1. That our Works are either conſider'd in themſelves, or with Divine 
Grace; are not meritorious of Eternal Life ex condigno, which he proves 
both from Scripture and Reaſon, vr. Becauſe, 1. No Man can make 
God a Debtor to him; for the more Grace he hath, the more he is a Debtor to 
God. And 2. He cannot merit of another by what he receives from him. And 
3. No Man can pay what he owes to God, and therefore can never merit at 
bis Hands. 4. No Man can merit here ſo much Grace as to keep him from 
falling away from Grace; much leſs then Eternal Life. | 


1 Theſe 
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2. Theſe Works may be ſaid to be meritorious of Eternal Life ex condi no 
by Divine Acceptation originally protteding from the Merit of Chriſpos Bu 
Gs, becanſe that makes them worthy. But this is Chriſt's Merit, and not the 
true Merit of our Works. * | 

3. Works done by Grace do merit Eternal Life de cbngtuo; from God's 
liberal Diſpoſition, whereby he hath appointed ſo to reward them. It being a. 
greeable to him to give Glory to them that love him. But this is an improper 
_ of Merit, and can by no means ſupport the Tradition of true 

erit. | 7 C 

Darandas utterly denies any true Merit of Man towards God; he 


ſent. I. 2. diſt. doth not deny it in a large improper Senſe for ſuch a Condignity in our 


27. 7. 2. 


Actions as God hath appointed in order to a Reward; which is by 
the Grace of God in us; but as it is taken for a free Aion, to which 
4 Reward is in Juſtice due; becauſe whatever we do is more owing to the Grace 


of God than to our ſelves ; but to make a Debtor to us, we muſt not only pay 


an Equivalent to what we ome, but we muſt go beyond it; but to God and 
our Parents we can never pay an Equivalent, much leſs exceed it. And we 
can never merit by what God gives us, becauſe the Gift lays a greater Obli- 
ue upon us. And he faith, the holding the conthary is temerarious and 
laſphemoas. | 35 1 e 
The two Grounds of holding Merit were, the ſappoſing 4 Proportion 
between Grace and Glory, and an Equality between Divine Grace and Glory in 
Virtut, Grace being 4s the Seed of Glory; and to both theſe he anſwers. - 
To the fitft, That the giving 4 Reward upon Merit is no part of diſtri- 


 butive, but — ſtice,' betauſe it reſpects the Relation of one 


Ockam in 4. 
ſent. J. 3. ad 
ſecundum. 

in l. 1. diſt, 
17.9.1, 

in I. 1. diſt. 
29. 64 
Greg. Arim. 
in I. 1. ſent. 
diſt. 17. 


art, 2. 


thing to another, and not the mere Quality of the Perſon, 

To the ſecond, That the Value of an Att is not conſidered with Reſpect to 
the firſt Mover, bat to the immediate Agent : And as to Grace being the Seed 
of Glory, it is but a metaphorical Expreſſion,' and nothing can be drawn from 
it. So that Durandus concludes true Merit, with reſpe& to God, to be 
temerarious, blaſphemous and impoſſible, l . 

Ockam declares, That after all our good Works, God may, without In- 
juſtice, deny Eternal Life to them who do them; becauſe, God can be Debtor 
to none, and therefore whatever he doth to us, it is out of mere Grace, And 
that there can be nothing meritorious in any Att of ours, but from the Grace 
of God freely accepting it. And therefore he muſt deny any true Merit. 

Gregorious Ariminenſis ſaith, That no Act of ours, tho" coming from 
Grace to never ſo great a degree, i meritorious with God ex condigno of 4- 


ny Reward either Temporal or Eternal; becauſe every ſuch AF is a Gift of 


God; and if it were at all meritorious, yet not as to Eternal Life, becauſe 


there is no Equivalency between them, and therefore it cannot in Juſtice be 


Scot. in. I. 1. 


fent. diſt. 17. 
J. 3. u. 24. 


Bell. de ut. 
1. 3. 6. 17. 


due to it; and conſequently if God gives it, he muſt do it freely. Bat, ſaith 
he, God # ſaid to be juſt when he gives bona pro bonis, and merciful 
when he gives bona pro malis; not but that he i merciful in both, but be- 
cauſe his Mercy appears more in the latter, and in the other, it ſeems like 
er in a general Senſe from the Conformity of the Merit and the Reward; 

ut in this particular Retribution it is mere Mer. | 
Scotus affirms, That all the Meritorioaſneſs 
vine Acceptation in order to a Reward; and if it depend on the intrinſick 
Worth of the Acts, God could not in Juſtice deny the Reward ; which i 
falſe, and therefore it wholly depends on the good Will and Favour of God, 
Bellarmin is aware of this, and he confeſſes this to be the Opinion 
of Scotas, and of other old Schoolmen. But how then do they Ba the 
| Doctrine 


| 


| 4 


of our Acts depend; on Di. 
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Doctrine and Tradition of true Merit? He holds, that good Works are 
properly and truly good. So do we, and yet deny Merit. But he grants, 
that he denies that they bear any proportion to Eternal Life; and therefore 
they cannot be truly meritorious of it. Bellarmine himſelf aſſerts, that 
without the Divine Promiſe, good Works have a proportion ta Eternal Life; 
and this he ſaw neceſſary to defend the Doctrine of the Council of 
Trent: but then he adds; That there is no Obligation on God's Part, to re- 
ward in ſuch a mauner without a Promiſe, Now here are. two hard 
Points, 1. To make it appear that there is ſuch a Meritoriouſneſs in 
good Works without 4 Divine Promiſe, 2. That if there were ſo, there 
1s no Obligation on God to reward ſuch Acts in point of Juſtice. The 
former is ſo much harder to do from what he had proved before, c. 14. 
viz. that they are not meritorious without a Promiſe ; and here he proves, 
that they have no proportion to the Reward, from Scripture; Fathers and 
Reaſon; becauſe there is no Obligation on God to do it, either from commuta- 
tive or diftributive Juſtice, and becauſe we are God's Servants, Theſe are 


good Arguments againſt himſelf; for how can ſuch Acts then. become 


Meritorious without a Promiſe ? If there be no Proportion or Equa- 
lity on Man's Part, no Juſtice on God's part to reward, how can they 
poſſibly be Meritorious ? But this is too deep for me to comprehend. 
My Buſineſs is Tradition, and I have evidently prov'd that there was 
no Tradition, even in the Church of Rome, for the true Merit defined by 
the Council of Trent. It were eaſie to carry this Point higher, by ſhew- 
ing that the Fathers knew nothing of this Doctrine, but that hath been 
done by many already, and it is needleſs in ſo plain a Caſe. 
But JI am now to give an Account by what Steps and Occaſions this 
Doctrine came to be eſtabliſhd. hid kn ts nk IN | 

1. From the common Uſe of the Word Merit with the Fathers and 
others, in another Senſe than it ſignified at firſt, The original Signifi- Jof. Scalig. 
cation of it is, Wages paid in conſideration of Service; and from thence in Varr. de 
Soldiers were ſaid merere (as Budæus obſerves, and thence came the L. L. p. 172. 
word merces) who truly deſerved their Pay by their Labour and Ha- rn poly 
zard ; but by degrees it came no ſignifie to more than merely to attain 4 piin. Ep. 5 
thing; which is ſometimes uſed by good Authors; but in the Declen- 1. 8. 
ſion of the Latin Tongue, no Senſe of this word was more common 
than this, eſpecially among Eccleſiaſtical Writers. Who frequently uſed 
it in a Senſe wherein it was impoſſible to underſtand it in its original 
Signification ; and it cannot imply ſo much as dignè conſequi, as in the C günd. 7 
Inſtance brought by Caſſander; when S. Cyprian renders thoſe Words mn. Ec. 
of S. Paul, Miſericordiam merui, which we render, I obtain d Mercy ; but p. 179. 
the Council of Trent allows, there could be no true Merit here. And 
8. Auguſtin faith of thoſe who murder'd the Son of God, Illi veniam me- Aug. in job 
ruerunt qui Chriſtum occiderunt. And fo the vulgar Latin often uſes it, 77. 51. 3. 9. 


Gen. 4. 13. major et iniquitas mea quam ut veniam merear. Joſ. 11, 20. 


& non mererentur ullam Clementiam. And in that Senfe it hath been uſed 


in the Hymns and other Offices of the Church, as in that Expreſſion, O 


felix culpa que talem at tantum meruit habere Redemptorem ! Where it 
cannot be deny'd that the word is uſed in an improper Senſe. FE rl 
2. When the School Divines fet themſelves to explain the Myſteries 
of Theology, this plain and eaſie, but improper Senſe of Merit, would 
not go down with ſome of them; but they endeavour'd to make out 
the Notion of Merit, with reſpe& to God, in its proper and original 
Senſe, The laſt conſiderable Writer, before the Scholaſtic Age, was, 
XXX 5 | S. Bernard, 
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Neque enim talia ſunt bomi- 

ta, ut ö : : 
edge rages. 9 * that God ſhould be bound in Juſtice to beſtow it as 4 Recom. 
Deus injuriam aliquam faceret, pence for them; and the Reaſon he gives is plain and ſtrong. 
niſi eam donaret, Nam ut ta- 
ceam quod merita omnia Dona 


S. Bernard, and he pretended not to find out any ſuch 
Proportion between the beſt Works and Eternal Life, 


becauſe thoſe things Men pretend to merit by, are themſelves 


wy . the Gifts of God's Grace, and ſo by them they are more bound 
D l 
9 E to God than God to them; but beſides, What are all Mens 


Deus homini, 


omnia ad tantam gloriam ? 
Bernard, Serm, 1. de Annun, 


quid ſunt merita Merits to Eternal Glory? S. Bernard doth not ſpeak of 
Merits without Grace, but with the Suppoſition of it; and 


Bellarm. de Fuftif 1, f. c. 6. Bellarmine wiſely left out the latter Part, that he might 


Hugo de 5. 
Vict. Annot. 
Elucidator. in 
Rom. 


Lomb. Sent. 
J. 2. diſt. 27. 


Genebrard. 
de Trinit, I. 3. 
P. 312. 


Pull. Sentent. 
Part. I. c. 13. 


Guliel. Anriſ, 
J. 3. tr. 12. 
7. 2. de me- 
7ito virt. 


ſeem to anſwer the former. 

Hugo de Sanito Vittore lived in the ſame Age, who firſt ſhewed the 
way to School Divinity, and upon the ſame place which S. Bernard 
ſpeaks of, Non ſunt condigne, & c. he puts the Queſtion, How any Tem- 
poral Acts can merit that which is Eternal? And he denies any Condignity, 
becauſe, there is more in the Reward than there was in the Merit; but then 
he adds, that there may be a threefold Compariſon of things; either as to 
themſelves, as a Horſe for a Horſe, Mony for Mony ; or according to Equity, 
either in Puniſhments or Rewards; or by Pact or Agreement, as when 4 good 
Sum is promiſed for a little Work ; and this, ſaith he, God hath made knows 
to Mankind, as to future Rewards and Puniſhments, Which plainly ſhews, 
he underſtood nothing of the Proportion between Acts of Grace and 
3 Happineſs, but reſolved all into the Favour and Mercy of 
God. | 
Peter Lombard, call'd the Maſter of the Sentences, ſaith nothing of a- 
ny Condignity or Proportion in our Works to the Reward; but, he faith, 
they are themſelves God's Gifts, and that the Reward it ſelf is from the Grace 
of God; and quotes the noted Saying of S. Auguſtin, Cum coronat Deus 
merita noſtra, nihil aliud coronat quam dona ſua. But ſtill this is nothing 
but Grace and Fayour in God, firſt in enabling us to do good Works, 
and then in rewarding them. : | 

Baudinus wrote a Book of the Sentences much about the time P, 
Lombard did, with ſo much Agreement of Method and Expreſſions, 
that it is not known which took from the other. Genebrard hath pro- 
duced this Paſſage out of him, Debet, inciviliter de Deo dicitur quia ni- 
hil omnino nobis debet, niſi eæ promiſſo. If it be ſo rude to ſay, God owes 
any thing to his Creatures but by Promiſe, he could not imagine any Con- 
dignity in good Works, to which a Reward is due in Juſtice. And Ge- 
nebrard thinks he had reaſon to deny, that God can be made 4 Debtor to 
us by any of our Works, 

Robertus Pullus, who wrote another Book of the Sentences about the 
ſame time, mentioning that place, Now ſunt condigne, &c. he faith, 
becauſe our Works are not ſufficient, being ſmall and temporal, God by bis 
Mercy makes it ap ; which not only ſhews, that God doth reward be- 


yond our Merit, but that there is no Proportion between the belt 
Works and Eternal Glory. 


But by the time of Gulielmus Antiſſiodorenſis, there were two Parties 
in the Church about this Point; ſome, he faith, denied any Merit of Eter- 


nal Life, ex condiguo, and others aſſerted it; and after laying down 
the Arguments on both ſides, he concludes for the Affirmative ; but 


in Anſwer to the Place, Non ſunt condigne, &c. he ſaith they are not 


ad proportionaliter merendum, but they are ad. ſimpliciter merendum, ſo 


that {till he denied any Proportion, tho he held ſimple Merit. 


But, 


14 


ſimple Merit with reſpect to God, 


— 
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But Thomas Aquinas — after him, denies that there can be any 1. 2. . 114. 
| ecauſe that cannot be where there is ſo great art. i. 
Inequality; and ſo there can be no equal Juſtice between them, but accordin 
10 4 proportion; which he afterwards explains, viz. as to the Subſtance 
and Freedom of our good Works, there is only a Congruity; but as they pro- 
ceed from Divine Grace, ſo they are meritorious of Eternal Life, ex con- 
digno. | OE 

This DoQtring had ſome Followers in the Schools, but not many in 1 
3 of thoſe who oppofed it, as appears by what is faid 
already. | 


Art. 3. 


Richardus de Mediavilla, tho? a FrarWſcan, follows herein the Doctrine of Richard. in | 


Aquinas, and aſſerts, That by Acts of Free Will, informed by Grave, a Man Sent. l. 2. 
may merit Eternal Life, ex condigno; and he adds ſomewhat more, —__ 27. art. 
poteſt certiſſime ; and he uſes the ſame Anſwers to the Objections which * 

the other did. ; ER 

And Nic. de Orbills follows Richardus, ſo that Aquinas his Doctrine Nich. d' Orb. 

had prevailed beyond his own School. | n Sent. l. 2. 
But it was as vehemently oppoſed by others of that Fraternity, a- + ha 
mong whom Cardinal Hoſius mentions Stephanus Brulifer, who main- pes: . 


” Perrico. c. 73. 
tained, that no Act of Grace, how good ſoever, was worthy of Eternal p. 141. 7 


Life. ee 11 DOR NR F 1 | 
— Burgenſis, tho he is ſaid to have been converted from being 3 8 

a Jem, by reading Aquinas, yet utterly diſſented from him in this mat- ram in Pl. 

ter: For, faith he, that no Man can, by the ordinary Aſſiſtance of Grace, 35: 

merit Eternal Life ex condigno, and therefore the Mercy of God is moſt ſeen 

in Heaven, | 


However, the Reputation of Aquinas: might gain upon ſome, yet 


this was very far from being a Catholick Tradition. | 
But no Council ever interpoſed its Authority in this matter, till the 

Council of Trent, which reſolved to carry the Points in difference to the 

Height, and to eſtabliſh every thing that was queſtion d. Nothing had 

been more eaſie than to have given Satisfaction in this matter, conſi- 

dering what Pighius and Contarenus, and even Genebrard, had yielded 

in it; but there the Rule was, that eyery thing that was diſputed, 

muſt be determin'd firſt, and then defended. | | 
And ſo it happened with this Decree, which leſt we ſhould think | 


0 


| the Matter capable of ſoftening, hath been ſince aſſerted in the higheſt * de juſtif. 


manner. Bellarmine aſſerts good Works of themſelves, and not merely by com- e 


pait, to be meritorious of Eternal Life, ſo that in them there is 4 certain 
Proportion and Equality to Eternal Life. $172, = 
Coſterus ſaith, That in Works of Grace, there is an Equality between the Coſter. En- 
Work and the Reward, - ANA 8 | chirid. p. 294. 
Suarez, That they have an intrinſical Dignity, whereby they become worthy Suarez. de 
of Eternal Life, | | Grat. I. 12. 
Vaſquez, That there is an Equality of Dignity between Good Works and © 1. n. 18. 
Eternal Life, without which a Promiſe could not make true Merit. : TERES 
The Remiſts ſay, That good Works are truly and properly meritorioas, and 213. c. i 
5 7 7 3. . 5 
Jaſtiy worthy of Everlaiting Life; and that thereupon, Heaven is the juſt Rhemiſts on 
Dae, and juſt Stipend, Grown or Recompence, which God by his Juſtice oweth ? Tim. 4. 8. 
to the Perſons ſo dong by his Grace. | | 
And again, That good Works are meritorious, and the very Cauſe of On Heb. 
en ſo far that God ſhould be unjuſt, if he rendred not Heaven for 6. 8. 


i e ſame. : % 4 
| XXX 2 Phil. 
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Phil. Gemachens, a late Profeſſor of Divinity in the Sc. 
Gamech. in 1, 2. Th. Q. bon, ſpeaks it roundly, That the Council of Trent did plain. 
bbs, 7 2. Omn®7 ly mean to eſtabliſh Merit ex Condigno, and that all Ca 
| olict fatentur juſtos ſus 1 | 
bous operibus mereri gloriam tholicks are agreed In it. : | „ 
de Condigno. The laſt Defender of the Council of Lent within theſe 
| few Years, faith, That there is an intrinſical Condignity in 
Aug Reding good Works, whereby they bear 4 Proportion commenſurate with the Glory of 
EY Conc. Heaven, And without ſuch Doctrine as this, he doth not think the Council 
ent. Tr. EO | 

a. SeF. 2. ad of Trent can be defended in this matter. | 
Se. 6. c. 1. If after all it be ſaid, That this is a mere Subtility concerning the 
Proportion an Act of Grace bears to the State of Glory. I anſwer 
The more to blame they, who have made and impoſed it as a matter 
of Faith, as the Council of Trent hath done with an Anathema, and 

that without any Pretence from Catholick Tradition. £ 
But what made the Council of Trent ſo much concerned for a Scho- 
laſtick Subtility ? There was a deep Myſtery lay in this, They were 
wiſe enough to frame the Decree ſo, as to avoid Offence, and to 
make it appear plauſible, but, it was enough to the People to under- 
ſtand that the Merit of good Works was allow'd, and they were to be- 
lieve the Prieſts, both as to the good Works they were to do, and as 
to the putting them into a Szate of Grace, to make them capable of 
meriting. And this was the true Reaſon of the Anathema, againſt thoſe 

who ſhould deny the true Merit of good Works. 


V. Of the Number of Sacraments, 41.24 


— 


q 


Sefſ. 7. The Council of Tres! pronounces an Anathema in theſe words, If a- 
Can. 1. ny one ſaith that Sacarments of the new Law were not all appointed by Jeſus 


Chriſt our Lord, or that they were more or fewer than Seven, viz. Baptiſm, 
Confirmation, Eucharift, Penance, extreme Undlion, Orders and Matri- 
mouy, or that any one of theſe i not truly and properly a Sacrament, ht him 
be Anathema, 1 
But what is it to be truly and properly a Sacrament yg 
It had been very reaſonable to have defined a Sacrament, firſt, truly 
and properly, before ſuch an Anathema paſſed. But that Defe& may be 
ſaid to be ſupplied by the Roman Catechiſm, Publiſh'd by Authority of 
Catech, Tri. the Council; and there we are told, That a Sacrament is a ſenſible 
dent. Part. 2. thing, which by Divine Inftitution hath a Power of cauſing, as well 
10. as fenifying Holineſs and Righteouſneſs. So that to a true and pro- 
per Sacrament two things are neceſſary, 
1. That it be of Divine Inſtitution. 
2. Thar it confer Grace on thoſe who partake of it. 
And by theſe we muſt examine the Catholick Tradition about the 
Number of Sacraments. | | | 
Bell. de Sa. Bellarmine ſaith, That all their Divines, and the whole Church for 500 
| cram. I. 2. Tears, Viz, from the time of the Maſter of the Sentences, have agreed in 
6 33s the Number of the ſeven Sacraments. | - 
Here we ſee is a bold Appeal to Tradition for 5ou Years; but altho, 
if it were proved, it cannot be ſufficient to prove an Apoſtolical Tradi- 
tion; for the Fathers might tor 1900 Years have held the contrary ; 
and I do not think one clear Teſtimony can be produced out of Anti- 
quity tor that Number of Sacraments, truly fo called; yet I ſhall at 
preſent wholly wave the Debate of the former times, and confine My 


ſelf 


i. e. Rites about the Sacraments, yer Chrift himſelf muſt appoint the Sa- 


C 


5 for the Seven Sacraments. 
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ſelf to Bellarmine's goo Years; and I hope to make it appear, there was 
no Univerſal Tradition for it within his own time, 

For Alexander Hales (who wrote, ſaith Poſſevin, his Sum of Divi. 
nity, by Order of Innocent IV, and it was approv'd by Alaxander IV, with 
Seventy Divines) affirms, There were but Four proper Sacra- | 
ments; now if this were the Catholick Tradition then, That In quatuer qua ſunt proprie 
there were Seven proper Sacraments, how could this Doctrine 4 Sacramenta nove legs eff 

aſs, and be ſo highly approved? He faith farther, Thas a N ; 
Chriſt himſelf only appointed two, viz. Baptiſm and the Lord's 4. J. 3. M.3, 4. 2. : 
Supper; and for the reſt, he ſaith, it may be preſum'd the Apoſtles | 
did appoint them by Chriſt's Direction, or by Divine Inſpiration, But how can Memb. 2. 
that be, when he faith, The Form even of thoſe he calls proper Sacraments, 1 
was eit her appointed by our Lord or by the Church? How can ſuch 
Sacraments be of Divine Inſtitution, whoſe very Form is appointed b 
the Church? He puts the Quſtion himſelf, Why Chriſt appointed the 
Form only of Two Sacraments, when all the Grace of the Sacraments comes 1 
from him? He anſwers, becauſe theſe are the principal Sacraments which u- Memb. 3; 
nite the whole Man in the Body of the Church, by Faith and Charity, But yet 2. Se. 3. 
this doth not clear the Difficulty, how thoſe can be proper Sacraments, 
whoſe Form is not of Divine Inſtitution ; as he grants in the Sacra- 
ment of Penance and Orders, the Form is of the Charch's Appointment, 

And this will not only reach to this great School Divine, but to as 
many others as hold it in the Church's Power to appoint or alter 
the Matter and Form of ſome of thoſe they call Sacraments, For, how- 
eva; they may uſe the Name, they can never agree with the Council 
of ent, vid the Nature of the Seven Sacraments, which ſuppoſes them 
to be of Divine Inſtitution, as to Matter and Form. And ſo the Divines 
of the Church of Rome have agreed ſince the Council of Trent. 

Bellarmine hath a Chapter on purpoſe to ſhew, That the Matter and g.U. 4, «.. 
Form of Sacraments are ſo certain and determinate, that nothing can 1, 1. c. 21. 
be changed in them; and this Determination muſt be by him- 
ſelf, Which, he faith, i moſt certain among them; and he provgs it by 
a ſubſtantial Reaſon, viz. Becauſe the Sacraments are the Cauſes of Grace, 
ad no one can give Grace but God, and therefore none elſe can appoint the 
Eſſentials of Sacraments but He, and therefore he calls it Sacrilege to change 


ven the Matter of Sacraments. - 0 

Suarez aſſerts, That both the Matter and Form of Sacraments are deter- Suites in 2. 
min'd by Chriſt's Inſtitution; and as they are determined by him, they art ne- p. Tb. To, 5 
teſſary to the making of Sacraments. Aud this, he ſaith, abſolutely ſpeak - Dip. 2. 
ing, # de Fide, or an Article of Faith. And he proves it from the Man- e. 3. 
ner of Chriſt's Inſtituting Baptiſm and the Euchariſt; and he urges the 
ſame Reaſon, becauſe Chriſt only can confer Grace by the Sacraments, and 
therefore he inuſt appoint the Matter and Form of them, RE 

Cardinal Lago affirms, That Chriſt hath appointed both Matter and Form Lugo de S4: 
of the Sacraments, Which he proves from the Council of Trent. He hg "aj 
thinks Chriſt might have granted a Commiſſion to his Church to ap- © 
2 Sacraments, which he would make efficacious, but he neither 

lieves that he hath done it, or that it was fitting to be done; 5 
Petrus a Sancto Joſeph; ſaith, That altho the Council of Trent doth petr. 2 Sand; 
not expreſly affirm the Sactaments to be immediately inſtituted by Chriſt, Joſeph. Idas 
Jet it i to be ſo underſtood. And alcho* the Church may appoint Sacraments, Then. Shot, 


J. 1.0 3. 


eraments then:ſelves; and he concludes, That no Creature can have Autho- 


rey 
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rity to make Sacraments conferring Grace; and therefore he declares 24 
Chriſt did appoint the Forms of all the Sacraments himſelf, although we d 
not read them in Scripture. | 

If now it appears that ſome, even of the Church of Rome before the 
Council of Trent, did think it in the Church's Po ver to appoint or alter 
the Matter and Form of ſome of thoſe they called $4crament;, then it 
will evidently follow they had not the ſame Tradition about the Seve 
Sacraments which is there deliver'd. go 2. A 


Of Chziſm, 


Conc. Trid. The Council of Trent declares the matter to be of Confirmation to be 
De confirm. Chriſin, Viz. 4 compoſition made of Oil of Olive and Balſam; the one to ip. 
Conte Florent. Aiſie the clearneſs of Conſcience, the other the Odour of a good Fame, faith 
Decret. Uni the Council of Florence, But where was this Chriſm appointed by 
ons, Chriſt? Marſilius ſaith from Petrus Aureolus, that there was a Controver- 
NN '» ſie between the Divines and Canoniſts about this mutter; and the latter af. 
ſe 3 F. med that Chriſm was not appointed by Chriſt, but afterwards by the 
Church; and that the Pope could diſpenſe with it; which he could not do if 

it were of Chriſt's Inſtitution. | 
Aureol. in . Petrus Aureolus was himſelf a great Man in the Church of Rome; 
d. 7. J. 1. and after he had mentioned this difference, and named one Brocardus 
{or Bernardus with other Canoniſts for it; he doth not affirm the con- 
trary to be a Catholick Tradition; but himſelf afſerts the Chriſm not to 
be neceſſary, to the Sacrament of Confirmation ; which he muſt have 

done if he had believed it of divine inſtitution.” © 
Greg. de Val. Gregory de Valentia on tlie occaſion of this opinion of the Canoniſts, 
To. 4. Q 5. that Confirmation might be without Chriſm, ſaith two notable. things. 
tn 1. That they were guilty of Hereſie therein: for which he quotes Dominicus 
| Soto. 2. That he thinks there were no Canoniſts left of that mind, If not, 
the Change was the greater; ſince it is certain they were of that opini- 
Guido Bri- Om before. For Guido Brianſon atteſts, that there was a difference between 
anſon in 4. the Dives and Canoniſts about this matter; for Bernard the Gloſſer and 
en 7. 5. others held, that Chriſim mas, not neceſſary to it, becauſe it was neither 4þ- 

7 pointed by Chriſt nor his Apoſtles, but in ſome ancient Councils. | 

Gul. Antif, * Gut, Antiſſiodorenſis long before mentions the opinion of thoſe who 
#n l. 4. tract. ſaid that Chriſm was appointed by the Church after the Apoſtles mes; and 


NE” hat they confirmed only by impoſition of hands; but he doth not condemn 


2 


it; only he thinks it better to hold that the Apoitles uſed Chriſm, although 


we never read that they did it, But he doth not lay that opinion only on 

: the Canoniſts; for there were Divines of great note of the ſame. For, 
Bonav. in 4. Bonaventure ſaith, that the Apoſtles made uſe neither of their Matter nor 
47.4. 1. 42. Form in their Confirmation; and his Reſolution is, that they were appointed by 


Alex. y. 4. 1 the Governoars of the Church afterwards ; as his Maſter Alexander of Hale 


7. 3. mamb. 1. had (aid before him, who attributes the: Iaſtitution of both to a Council 
WO Jo At of Meapx. 7 : ; . 3 

Tac. de Vitr. Cardinal 
Hiſt. Occid. 
TR. a Apoſtles uſed it. | | rk od Hh 
Aq. 5. 3.9 Ihomas Aquinas confeſſes there were different Opinions about the inſtitn- 
73-4. Nl. tion of this Sacrament ; ſome held that it was not inſtituted by Chriſt nor his 
Mn Apoſtles, but afterwards in a certain Council. But he never blames 


theſe for contradicting Eatholick Tradition, although he diſlikes their 


Opuuon. Cajetan 


Cardin le Vitrigco faith, that Confirmation by Impoſition of Hands was 
from the Apoſtles ;' but by Chriſm from the Church; for we do not read that 


„ 


* 477 
Cajetan on Aquinas ſaith, that Chriſm with Balſam was appointed by © 
the Charch after the Primitive times ; and yet now, this mult be believed 
to be eſſential to this Sacrament ; and by Conind it ſeems to be heretical Conink de 
to deny it, For he affirms, that it ſeems io be an Article of Faith that Con. Sacram 9.52. 
irmation muſt be with Chriſm; and no Catholick, he faith, now denies it, 4 3. dl. 1. 
Which ſhews, that he believed the ſenſe of the Church not to have 
been always the ſame about it. | 
But others ſpeak out, as Gregory de Valentia, Suarez, Filliucius and 
Tanner, Who fay abſolutely, it « now a matter of Faith to hold Chriſn 
to be eſſential to Confirmation; and that it is now not only erroneows but 
herctical to deny it. Their Teſtimonies are at large produced by Petrus 
Aurelius, or the famous Abbat of S. Cyran. And even he grants it to Petr. Aure! 
be Hereſie ſince the Council of Trent; but he yields that Alenſis, Bona- Opr.p. 346, 
venture and de Vitriaco all held that Opinion, which was made Hereſie 347 
by it. From whence it follows, that there hath been a Change in the das 
Doctrine of the Roman Church about Confirmation by Chriſm. For if it 
be Herefie now to aſſert that which was deny d without any Reproach 
before, the Tradition cannot be faid to continue the ſame. 
Thus we have ſeen there was no certain Tradition for the Matter 
of this Sacrament, and as little is rhere for the Form of it. Which is, 
Conſigno te ſigno Crucis, & confirmo te Chriſmate ſalutis in nomine Patris, 
c. But Sirmondus produces another Form out of S. Ambroſe, Deus Pa- $irmon, Ant. 
ter omnipotens, qui te regeneravit ex Aqua & Spiritu Santo, conceſſitque 2. P. 64. 
tibi peccata tua, ipſe te ung at in vitam æternam. And from thonce con- 
cludes the preſent Form not to be ancient; and he confeſſes, that both 


9 * 
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Matter and Form of this Sacrament are changed. Which was an inge- P. 63. 


nuous Confeſſion ; but his Adverſary takes this Advantage from it; 

That then the Sacrament it ſelf muſt be changed, if both Matter and Petr. Aurel. 
Form were; and then the Church muſt be a very unfaithful Keeper of . 367. 
Tradition, which I think is unanſwerable. Suarez propoſes the Ob: Svarez.Tv, 3. 
jection fairly, both as to the Matter and Form of this Sacrament, that 9. 3. 7. J. 
we read nothing of them in Scripture, and Tradition is very various 4 0 
about them; but his Anſwer is very inſufficient, viz, That tho? it be ae 
not in Scripture, yet they have them by Tradition from the Apoſtles ; 

now that is the very thing which Sirmondus diſproves, and ſhews that 

the Church of Rome is clearly gone off from Tradition here, both as to 

Muter and Form. | | 


G05 AJ. Of Oꝛzders. 


I proceed to the Sacrament of Orders. It is impoſſible for thoſe of 
the Church of Rome to prove this a true and proper Sacrament, oil their 
own Grounds. For, they aſſert, that ſuch a one muſt have Matter 
and Form appointed by Chriſt ; but that which they account the Mat- 
ter and Form of Orders, were neither of them of Chriſt's Inſtitution; 
The Council of Florence, they ſay, hath declared both; the matter is Pecrer. Uni. 
that, by the Delivery whereof the Order is confer d, as that of Prieſthood, by c. 
the Delivery of the C halice with the Wine, and the Paten with the Bread ; 
and the Form is, Accipe poteſtatem offerendi Sacrificium in Eccleſia pro vivis 
& mortuis, Now if neither of theſe be owned by themſelves to have 
been appointed by Chriſt, then it neceſſarily follows, that they cannot 
hold this to be a true and proper Sacrament. Impoſition of Hands, they 
grant, was uſed by the Apoſtles, and ſtill continu'd in the Chriſtian Bell. de Sacr: 
Church; and Bellarmine confeſſes, That nothing elſe can be proved rin, t. 1. 


by 6. 9. 
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be proved by Scripture to be the external Symbol in this Sacrament, And 
others are forced to ſay, That Chriſt hath not determin'd the Mattei 
and Form of this Sacrament particularly, but hath left a Latitude in 
it for the Church to determine it. Which in my opinion, is clear 
giving up the Cauſe, as to this Sacrament. Se 

It is obſerved by Arcudius, That the Council of Trent doth not de. 
clare the particular Matter and Form of this Sacrament, but only in 
general, that is performed by Words and external Signs, Sef. 23. c 3, 
From whence he infers, that the outward Sign was left to the Church's 


Determination; and he ſaith, That Christ did particularly appoint the Mat. 


ter and Form of ſome Sacraments, as of Baptiſm and the Lord s Supper, and 
Extreme Unction, but not of others; and therefore, in the Sacrament of 
Orders, he faith, Chrift determin'd no more but that it ſhould be convey 
by ſome viſible Sign; and ſo it may be either by the Delivering the Veſſels, or 
by the Impoſition of Hands, or both, But we are to contider, that the 
Council of Florence was received by the Council of Trent; and that 
tis impoſſible to reconcile this Doctrine with the general Definition 


of a Sacrament by the Roman Catechiſm, viz, That it is a ſenſible thing 


which by the Inſtitution of Chriſt hath a Power of cauſing, as well as 
ſignifying Grace; which implies, that the external Sign which con- 
veys Grace, muſt be appointed by the Author of the Sacrament it 
ſelf, or elſe the Church muſt have Power to annex Divine Grace to 
its own Appointments, But, here lies the main Difficulty, the 


Church of Rome hath alter d both Matter and Form of this Sacrament 


from the Primitive Inſtitution; and yet it dares not diſallow the Ordi- 
nations made without them, as is notorious in caſe of the Greek 
Church; and therefore they have been forc'd to allow this Latitude, as 
to the Matter and Form of this Sacrament ; altho' ſuch an Allowance 
doth really overthrow its being a true and proper Sacramenr on their 
own Grounds. 8 | | 
Yet this Doctrine hath very much prevail'd of late among their chief 
Writers. Cardinal Lago conteſſes, That of old, Prieſthood was confer'd by 
Impoſition of Hands, with ſuitable words; and he ſaw it himſelf ſo done 
at Rome, without delivering the Veſſels by Chatholick Greek Biſhops, He faith 


farther, That the Fathers and Councils are (o plain, for the conferring Prieſt- 


hood by Impoſition of Hands, that no one can deny it; but yet he mult 
juſtifie the Roman Church in aſſuming new Matter and Form; which he 
on by aſſerting, That Chriſt left the Church at liberty, as to 
8 | h 

| Nichol. Tſambertus debates the Point at large, and his Reſolution of 
it is, That Chriſt determin'd onely the general Matter, but” the particular 
Sign was left to the Church; and he proves by Induftion, that the Church 
hath appointed the External Sign in this Sacrament ; and as ts the Order of 


Prieſthood, he proves, that Impoſition of Hands was of old an eſſential 


part of it, but now it is onely accidental. ; 7 
FTranciſcus Hailier confeſſes the Matter of this Sacrament to have been 
different, in different times. In the Apoſtles Times, and many Ages 
after, hardly any other can be found but 1»poſirion of Hands, as he proves 
from Scripture and Fathers. He carries his Proofs down as low as the 


Synod of Alen, in the time of Ladovicus Pins, and the Council of 
Meaux, Anno Dom, 84 5. but afterwards he ſaith, That by the Council of 


Florence, and the common Opinions of their Divines, the Delivery of the 
Veſſels is the eſſential Matter of this Sacrament. Here we find a plain 


Change in the Matter of a Sacrament owned after the — 0 
EN above 


1 


for the Seven Sacraments. 


above 8o Years; and yet we muſt believe the Tradition of this Church 
to have been always the ſame, Which is impoſſible, by the Confeſſion 
of their own Writers. He cannot tell guſt the time when the Chan 
was made, but he concludes, it was before the time of the Vetus Ordo 
Romanus, Which mentions the Veſſels. 3 | | 

petrus 4 Santto Joſeph ſaith, That by Chri#'s Inſtitution, there is 4 La- petr. à Sane 
titude allow d in the matter of Orders, 1 he ſhews not wliere; hut he Joleph. Ia 
thinks, of it ſelf it conſiſts in the Delivery of the Veſſels, but hy the Pope's Leer. 
Permiſſion, Impoſition of Hands may be ſufficient. Which is a Doctrine Mg 
which hath neither Scripture, Reaſon nor Tradition for it. a 

Joh. Morinus, ſhews, that there are five Opinions in the Church of Morin. de | 


| Rome about the Matter of this Sacrament, The firſt, and moſt common, in Ordin. 


that it conſiſts in the Delivery of the Veſſels, The ſecond, that Impoſition _ 7. * a 


of Hands, together with that, makes ap the matter. The third, that they 
convey two different Powers. The fourth, that Unction, with Impoſition 
of Hands, # the Matter. The 6055 that Impoſition of Hands alone # it; 
and this, ſaith he, the whole Charch, Greek and Latin, ever owned ; but 
he faith, he can bring two Demonſtrations azainſt the firſt, i. e. againſt the 
general Senſe of the now Roman Church. 1. From the Practice of the 
Greek Church, which never uſed it. 2. From the old Rituals of the Latin Charch, 
which do not mention them; and he names ſome above 800 Years old; 
and in none of them he finds either the Matter or Form of this Sacrament, 
as it is now practis'd in the Church of Rome; nor in Iſidore, Alcuinus, 
Amalarius, Rabanus Maurus, Valafridus Strabo, altho* they wrote pur- 
poſely about theſe things. He thinks it was firſt received into the publick 
Offices in the tenth Age, Afterwards he ſaith, he wonders how it came about 
that any ſbould place the cſſential Matter of Ordination only in Delivery of 
the Veſſels, and exclude the Impoſition of Hands, which alone is mention; d 
by Scripture and Fathers. And again he ſaith, it ſtrikes him with Aſtoniſh- u. 6. 
ment, that there ſbould be ſuch an Alteration, both as to Matter and Form. . 6. 
And at laſt he faith, Christ hath determin'd no particular Matter and Form *. 
in this Sacrament. rh . 3 

But ſtill the Diſhculty returns, how this can be a true and proper Bell. de S4. 
Sacrament, Whoſe Matter and Form depend on Divine Inſtitution, when cram. 1. 2. 
2 confeſs there was no Divine Inſtitunon for the Matter and Form in © 24. 

ders? | 


Bellarmine ( as is proved before) hath a Chapter on purpoſe to 


c. 3. u. 1. 


prove that the Matter and Form of Sacraments are ſo determin'd, that 


it is not lawful to add, diminiſh or alter them ; and he charges it on 
Luther as a part of his Heteſie, that no certain Form of Words was requi- 
rea to Sacraments: and he makes it no leſs than Sacrilege to change 
the Matter of them, So thar all ſuch who hold the Matter and Form in 
Orders to be mutable, muſt either charge the Church of Rome with 
dacrilege; or deny Orders to be a true and proper Sacrament. - 


JL. Of the Sacrament of Penance. 


The next new Sacrament is that of Penance, They are agreed, that 
Matter and Form are both neceſſary to a true and proper Sacrament, The 
Matter is the external or ſenſible Sign; and what is that in this New 
Sacrament ? 

There are two things things neceſſary to the Matter of a Sacrament : 
1. That it be an eternal and ſenſible Sign; which S. Auguſtin calls an 
157 Element 


— * 


480 No Cathilick Tradition 


Aug. in Joh. Element in that known Expreffion, Accedat verbum ad Elementum & 
Tr, $0, fit Sacramentum; which Bellarmine would have underſtood only of 
Baptiſm there ſpoken of; but. & Auguſtin's Meaning goes farther, as 
appears by his tollowing Difconrſe, aha immediately he calls a Sacra. 
ment e. viſibile; and therefore cannot be apply'd to words as they 
are heard, for fo they have noxhin of a Sacramental Sign in them. 


» 


How then can Contrition make up any part of the Matter of a Sacramenr, 


when it is not external? How can Confeſſion, when it is no viſible Sion, 

nor any permanent thing as an Element mult be? How can Ssrigf ach 

be any part of the Sacrament, which may be done, when the Effect gf 
the Sacrament is over in Abſotution > © i 

S. Aug. Ep. 2. There muſt be a Refemblance between the Sign and the Thing ſig. 

«4 Bonifac. xified, which S. Auguſtin is ſo peremptory in, that he denies there can 
be any Sacrament Where there is no Reſemblance. And from hence he 
faith, The Signs take the Name of the Thizg ſignified; as after a certain 
manner, the Sa:#amenr of the Body of Chriſt is the Body of C hriſt, 

Suarez, 17. And this was looked on as ſo neceſſary, that Hugo de Sanito Victore, 

2 * 3 C. and Peter Lombard, both put it into the Definition of a Sacrament, as 

Q. Co. Diſp. I. BY ID. | NETS Th ' Jy the Vi 50 4 1 ble ) 

a. 3. Sect. 4. SU ES confeſſes, Rows ar od . | f. e ppearance of Inviſi e Grace, 
which bears the Similitude, and is the Cauſe of it. But this is left out of 
the Definition in the Roman Catechiſm, and Suarez thinks it not neceſſary, 
for the ſame Reaſon ; becauſe it is very hard to-underſtand the'Simili- 
tude between words ſpoken in Confeſſion, and the Grace ſuppoſed to be 
given by Abſolution, any more than in the words of Abrenunciation, and 
the Grace of Baptiſm. How can the Act of the Penitent ſignifi e the 

| Grace conveyed in Abſolution? For there is no effect of the Sacrament 

| till Abſolution, by their own Confeſſion ; and therefore the Acts of the 
| Penitent being antecedent to it, and of a different Nature from it, can 
have no ſuch Reſemblance with it, as to ſignifie or repreſent it. 


Decr. Union. the Acts of the Penitent, viz. Contrition, Confeſſion, and Satisfaition, 
8 Trid. are 2s the matter in the Sacrament, Quaſ; materia: What is this quaſb 
14-6 + materia? Why not, are the Matter? Is not true Matter neceſſary to a 


true Sacrament ? If there be none true here, then this can be but 34 


Sacramentum, 4s it were a Sacrament, and not truly and properly ſo. But 
if it be true Matter, why is it not ſo declared? But common Senſe 


hindred them, and not the Difference between the Matter here and in 


| other Sacraments. For in the Definition of Sacraments they were to re- 
gard the Truth, and not the kind of Matter. They are not ſolid and per- 


Bell. epenit. manent Matter, faith Bellarmine; not Matter externally applyd, faith Soto; 


: 1. c. 16. not any Subſtaitce, hut human Als, faith Vaſquez; but none of theſe clear 
= wo * the Point. Fot till, if it be true Matter of a Sacrament, why was i: not 
7.1. © fodeclard? Why ſuch a Term of Diminution added, as all Men mult 
Vaiq.inz. underſtand it, who compare it with the Expreſſions about the other 
?. Q. dg. art. Sacraments ? | 1 

Oe But they knew very well there was a conſiderable Party in the 


or Parts of this Sacrament, The Council of Colen (bur little before, the 

Enebirid. Council of Trent ) excludes the Acts of the Penitent from any Share in this 
Colon. f. Sacrament: which Bellarmine denies not, but blames Gropperus, the ſup- 
32 4 poſed Author of the Enchiridon But Gropperus was thought fit to be a 
. 1. c. 16. Cardinal, as well as Bellarmine, and certainly knew the Tradition of 
the Church, if there had been any ſuch in this Matter. The Councl 

| | 0 


Concil Flor. However, the Councils of Florence and Trent have declared, that 


Church of Rome, who deny d the Acts of the Penitent to be the Matter 


Or looſed ; and for this, he relies on the Maſter of the Sentences. 


SF - 


2 


* 
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for the Seven Satraments. "481 
of Florence, it is pee tie thought not to be a ſufficient Declarer of it. Major in 4. 
No more did Foh. Major, who after it deny'd this Sacrament to conſiſt Je. df. 14. 
of Matter and Form, or that the Acts of the Penitent were the Parts of Biel ;, 4.4. 
it, So did Gabriel Biel, who refutes the contrary Opinion, and faith, 14. 2. 2. 
contrition can be no part, becauſe it is no ſenſible Sign; and Satisfaction may 
he done after it. So that he cuts off two Parts in three of the Matter of 
this pretended Sacrament. Bo | 8 1 

Guido Brianſon, who liv'd after the Council of Horente, ſuppoſes no Brianſon in 
certain Tradition in the Church about this Matter; but he ſets down 85 „2 Se 
both Opinions, with their Reaſons, and prefers that which excludes © * * 
the Acts of the Penitent from being Parts of the Sacrament ; although 


£ 


the Florentine Council had declared the contrary. _ 


Durandus rejects two Parts in three of thoſe declared by the two Durand. i» 7. 
Councils, and for the ſame Reaſons mentioned by Biel, 4. Diſt. 16. 
Oclham abſolutely denies all three to be Parts of the Sacrament. And Km 
ſo did Scotus before him; whoſe words are remarkable. De Pænitentiæ ſent. 7. 8. P 
Sacramento Dico, quod iila tria nullo modo ſunt partes ejus, viz. Theſe three Scor. in l. 4. 
are by no means any part of the Sacrument of Penance ; and yet the Cotuin- . di 16. 
cil of Trent not only declares that they are ſo, but denounces an Ana- Ces, Trid. 
thema againſt him that denies them to be required, as the Matter of Se. 14. de 
the Sacrament of Penance, And let any one by this judge, what Catho- Penir. Sacr, 
lick Tradition it proceeded upon; when ſome of the greateſt Divines in © + _ 
the Church of Rome were of another Opinion. FH 
As to the Form of this Sacrament, the Council of Trent denounces Can. 9. 
an Anathema againſt thoſe who affirm Abſolution to be only declarative 
of the Remiſſion of Sins: and yet I {hall prove, that this was the more 
current Doctrine, even in the Church of Rome, up to the Maſter of 
the Sentences, | 125 3 
Gabriel Biel, ſaith, The ancient Doctors did commonly follow it; but it Biel. in 4. 
was oppoſed by Scotus, becauſe it ſeemed to take off from the Efficacy Diſt. 14. . 2. 
of Abholution, and conſequently make it no Sacrament, which is a Cauſe *. 2. 
of Grace. But after he hath ſet down Scotus his Argufnent, he faith, 
That Opinion were very deſirable, if it had any Foundation in Scripture or 
Fathers, And to his Arguments he anſwers, That true Contrition obtains 
Pardon with God, before Sarcerdotal Abſolution, but not with the Church; 
and that Contrition ſuppoſes a Deſire of Abſolution; which will never hold 
to make Abſolution to confer the Grace of Remiſſion, if the Sin be 
really forgiven before. For what is the Deſire of the Penitent, to the 
Force of the Sacrament adminiſtred by the Prieſt ? And he faith, they 
all grant, zhat by true and ſufficient Contrition, the Sin is forgiven without 
the Sacrament in att, i. e. the actual receiving Abſolution. So that there 
was an univerſal Tradition, as to the Power of Contrition, but in the 
other had different Opinions. | 
Marfilius ſaith, That God forgives Sin upon Contrition authoritatively ; Marſil. in 4. 
the Prieſts Abſolution is miniſterial in the Court of Conſcience, and before the ſent. g. 12. 
Church, And thoſe Sins which God firſt abſolves grom principally and authens Ar. 2: 
Hcally, the Prieit afterwards abſolves from it in right of the Church, as its | 
Miniſter, | | | Ieooſtat. De- 
Totatus ſaith, That the prieſt's Abſolution follows God's. Sf f wh Dye Ty 
Ockam, The Prieſts then bind and looſe, when they ſbem Men to be bound or Gckam. in l. 
: "4: £: % ©. &. 
Thomas de Argentina, That the Power of the Keys doth extend to the Re- d 1. 4 
miſſion of the Fault which was done before by Contrition; but it tends to the 7 


1 
Increaſe of Grace in the Perſon, Yyy 2 Gali. Diſt. 18.4.2 . 


— > NN 9.) 


th ted I nt 


No Catholick T radition Moron 

Gul. Anti. Gulielmus Antiſidore, That Contrition takes away the Guilt and Puniſy 

4. F 254. ment 0 Sin, as to God and Conſcience, but not as to the Church, for a Man 

is ſtill bound to undergo the Penance which the Church enjoins him, 

Bonavent. Bonaventure, That the Abſolution preſuppoſes Grace; for no Prieſt wouli 
I. 4 aft. 18. abſolve any one whom he did not preſume God had abſolved before. 

* n Alexander Hales, That where God doth not begin in Abſolution, the Prieſt 
part 3. J. 21. cannot make it up. 5 | 

memb, 3. But the Ma#ter of the Sentences himſelf, moſt fally handls this Point; 


482 
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Per Lomb. 2nd he ſhews from the Fathers, That God alone can remit Sin, both as 10 


I. 4. diſt. 18. he Fault and the Puniſhment due to it. And the Power of the Keys, he faith, 
Part. 1, is like the Prieſts Judgment about Leproſie, in the Levitical Law, God healed 
the Perſon, and the Prieſt declared him healed, Or as our Saviour firſt rat. 
ſed Lazarus, then gave him to his Diſciples to be looſed. He is looſed before 
God, but not in the Face of the Church, but by the Prieſts Judgment. An. 
other way, he faith, Prieſts bind by enjoyning Penance, and they looſe by 

remitting it, or readmiting Perſons to Communion upon performing it, 
This Doctrine of Peter Lombard's, is none of thoſe in quibus Magiſter 
non tenetur; for we ſee he had Followers of great Name, almoſt to the 
Council of Trent. But it happened, that both Th, Aquinas and Scotus 
agreed in oppoſing this Doctrine; and the Francijcans and Dominicans, 
bearing greateſt Sway in the Debates of the Council of Trent, what they 
Vaſquez. i agreed in, paſſed for Catholick Tradition. And Vaſquez is in the right, 
- 2 7 4: when he faith, This Doctrine was condemn'd by the Council of Trent; 
and ſo was Scotus, when he ſaid, That it did derogate from the Sacra- 
ment of Penance ; for in truth, it makes it but a hominal Sacrament, ſince 
it hath no Power of conferring Grace; which the Council of Trent 

makes neceſſary to a true and proper Sacrament. 

The main Point in this Debate, is, whether true Contrition be requi- 
red to Abſolution, or not? Which Scotas ſaw well enough, and argues 
accordingly. For none of them deny, that where there is true Contri- 
tion, there is immediately an Abſolution before God ; and if this be 
required before the Prieſt's Abſolution, he can have no more to do, 
but to pronounce, or declare him abſolv'd. But if ſomething leſs 
than Contrition do qualifie a Man for Abſolution, and by that Grace be 
conveyed, then the Power of Abſolution hath a great and real Effect; 
for it puts a Man into a State of Grace which he had not been in without 
it. And from hence came the Opinion, that Attrition, with Abſolution, 
was ſufficient; and they do not underſtand the Council of Trent's Do- 


Ctrine of the Sacrament of Penance, who deny it, as will appear to a- 


ny one that reads the 4th Chapter of the Sacrament of Penance, and 
compares it with the 7 and 8 Canons about Sacraments in general. It 
is true, that Contrition is there ſaid to have the firſt place in the Acts 
of the Penitent ; but obſerve what follows: True Contrition reconciles 
a Man to God, before he receives this Sacrament. What hath the Prieſt then 
to do, but to declare him reconciled ? But it ſaith not without the Deſire 
of it. Suppoſe not, yet the thing is done upon the Deſire, and there- 
ore the Prieſt's Power can be no more than declarative. And that ſuch 
a Deſire is ſo neceſſary, as without it, Contrition avails not, is More 
than the Council hath proved, and it is barely ſuppoſed, to maintain 


the Neceſſity of going to the Prieſt for Alſolution; and ſo it will bens 


more than a Precept of the Church, and not a Condition of Remiſſion 
in the Sacrament of Penance, but afterwards, it declares, 7/47 nb 
fect Contrition or Attrition doth diſpoſe a Man for the Grace of God in this 


Sacrament ; 


or the Seven Sacraments: 


$acrament; and by the general Canons, the Sacraments do confer Grace 
where Men are diſpoſed. So that the Council of Trent did rightly com- 

rehend the Force of the Power of Abſolution, which it gave to the 
Prieſt in this Sacrament of Pexante, 


But what Catholic Tradition could there be for the Doctrine of the „ e 
council of Trent in this matter, when Hadrian VI. fo little before it de- Quealib, 7. ;. 
clares, it was 4 great Difficulty among the Doctors, whether the Keys of 3. princip. 


prieſthood did extend to the Remiſſion of the Fault? And for the Negative, 
he produces Pet. Lombard. Alex. Alenſ. and Bonaventure; and ſaith, 
that Opinion is probable, becanſe the Prieits Power of binding and looſing 
is equal ; and 4s they cannot bind where God doth not, for they cannot retain 
the Sins of a true Penitent; ſo neither can they looſe where God aoth not, i, e. 
where there is not true Contrition. But becauſe he faith others held the 
contrary Opinion, and had Probability on their ſide too, therefore he would 
determine nothing. Notwithſtanding this, in a few years after; the 
Council of Trent finds no Difficulty, no Probability in the other Opi- 
nion; but determines as boldly, as if there had been an Unirer/al 
Tradition their way; whereas the contrary cannot be denied by any 
that are converſant in the Doctrine of their Schools, Bur it was the 
mighty Privilege of the Council of Trent, to make the Doctrines ot 
Thomas and Scotus, when they agreed, to be Articles of Faith ; and 
to denounce Anathema's againſt Oppoſers, although they reached to 
ſome of the greateſt Divines of their own Church, within Bellarmine; 


compaſs of-500 Tears. | 
5 2. B. Of Extreme Unttion. 


We are now to examin another pretended Sacrament, viz. of Ex- Cencil. Trid. 
treme Unction. The Council of Trent declares this to be a true and pro- Sell. 14. Can. 

Sacrament, and denounces an Anathema azainit him that denies it to . 2. | 
be inſtituted by Chriſt, and publiſhed by S. James; or that it confers Grace . 1 273.7 


and Remiſſion of Sins; or that affirms it was appointed for bodily Cares : It 
farther declares from the place of S. James interpreted by Tradition, that 
the Matter is Oil conſecrated by the Biſhop; the Form, that which is now uſed, 
Per iſtam Unctionem, &c. the Effect, the Grace of the Holy Gho#t in 


purging away the remainder of Sin, and ſtrengthening the Soul; and ſome- 


times bodily Cures, when it is expedient for the Health of the Soul. So 
that the primary Intention of this Sacrament mult reſpect rhe Soul, 
otherwiſe it is granted, 1t could not be a true and proper Sacrament, S0 


Suarez faith in this Caſe, If the external Sign be not immediately appointed Svarez in 3. 
for a ſpiritual Effect, it cannot prove 4 true Sacrament of the New Lam; 58. diſp. 39. 


no, not although the bodily Cure were deſigned for the ftrengthening of Faith. 
And from hence he proves, that when the Apoſtles are ſaid to anoint the 
ſick, and heal them, Mark 6. 13. this cannot relate to the Sacrament of 
Unition, becauſe their Cures had not of themſelves an immediate Reſpeit to 


the Soul. The fame Reaſon is uſed by Bellarmiye, = hoy 4 ſe ad Bell. de Extr, 


he ſame Un8. c. 2. 
Mald. de Sa- 


Apoſtles anointing with Oil, which Bellarmine denies to have been Sacra. Und. g. 2. 


animam pertinent, ad corpus per accidens aut certe ſecundario. 
s affirmed by Maldonat, although he differs from Bellarmine about the 


mental for this Reaſon, but Maldonat aſfirms it; and anſwers other 
Arguments of Bellarmine, but not this. 11 


Gregory de Valentia carries it farther, and faith, That if the anvint- Greg de Val. 
ing with Oil were only 4 Symbol of 4 miraculous Cure, it could be no Sacra- To.4. Diſp.8. 
ment; for that is 4 Medium to convey ſupernatural Grace, and then it would Qt. Punet, 1. 


laſt no longer than the Gift of Miracles. | - 


add. 


ww 
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No Catbolick, T. radition 


Cath. Annot. 
in Comment. 


Cajer. I. 5. 
P. 464 


So that we have no more to do, but only to prove that by the 
Tradition of the Church S. James his anointing was to be underſtood to 
bodily Cares in the firſt Place. | 1 | 

We cannot paſs over ſo great a Man as Cajetan, who wrote on that 
place of S, James, not long before the Council of Trent, and 1 good 
while after the Council of Horence, which relies on this place for this 
Sacrament of Unction. But Cajetan ſaith, it doth not relate to it, becauſe 
the immediate Effect is the Cure of the Party in S. James; but in this Fi. 
crament the direct and proper Effet# is Remiſſion of Sins. All that Catheri. 
nus hath to ſay againſt this, is, that the bodily Care is not repugnant toit: 
but what is this to the Purpoſe, when the Queſtion is, what is prima- 


rily defigned in this place? 


The School Divines, from Peter Lombard, had generally received 
this for a Sacrament; but the Canonifts denied it, as appears by the 
Gloſs on c. Vir autem de Secund. Nuptits Decret. Gregor. Tit. 2 1. where 
it is ſaid, That this Unition might be repeated, being no Sacrament, but 
only Prayer over a Perſon, The Roman Correttors cry out it is Hereſie by 
the Council of Trent; but the Gloſſer knew no ſuch thing; and if it 


| were ſo only by the Council of Trent, then not by any Catholick Tra- 


Sacr. Greg. 
7 2 5 2. 


dition before. For, I ſuppoſe matter of Hereſie muſt reach to the Ca- 
noniſts, as well as the Divines. 15 3% . 

But the plaineſt Determination of this matter will be by the ancient 
Offices of the Church; for if they reſpected bodily Cures in tlie firſt 
place, then it is owned there could be no Tradition for any Sacrament 
in this Vnction. | 

In the ancient Ordo Romanus it is called Benedictio Olei ad omnem Lan. 
guorem quocunque tempore. I deſire to know whether the 01 ſo conſe- 
crated be chiefly deſigned for the Body or the Soul. And in the Office 
it ſelf, this place of S. James is mention'd : and then follows, Te Do- 
mine peritiſimum Medicum imploramus ut virtutis tuæ Medicinam in hos 
Oleum propitius infundas. And a little after, Proſit Pater Miſericordia- 
rum, febribus & dyſenterid laborantibus, profit paralyticis, cecis & claudi 


o 


ſimülque vexatitiis, with abundance more; which manifeſtly ſhews, 


that this conſecrated Oil was intended primarily for the Care of 

Diſeaſes. B 
In the Ambroſia Form, the Prayer is, Infande ſanitificationem tuam 

huic Oleo, at ab his que unxerit membra, fugatis inſidiis adverſarie poteita- 


tis, ſuſceptione præſentis Olei, Sancti Spiritus Gratia ſalutaris debiltatem 


expellet & plenam conferat ſoſpitatem. Where the Effect relates to the 
ſoundneſs of the Members anointed, and not to the Sins committed 
by them. | 

In the Gregorian Sacramentary publiſhed by Menardus, there is 2 
Prayer wherein this place of S. James is mentioned; and preſently it 
follows, Cura quæſumus Redemptor noſter Gratia Spiritus Sancti languores 
iſtius infirmi, & c, and immediately before the anointing, Sana Domine 
infirmum iſtum, cujus oſſa turbata ſunt, &c. and while he was anointing, 
the Patient was to ſay, Sana me Domine; and where the Pain was 
greateſt, he was to be ſo much more anointed; bi plus dolor imminet 
amplius perungatur, while the reſt were anointing, one of the Prieſts 
was to pray, priſtinam & immelioratam recipere merearis ſanitatem, what 
was this but bodily Health? and yet this was per hanc Sacramenti Olei 


Unitionem; After which follows a long Prayer for Recovery from Pairs 
and Diſeaſes. 3 1 3 


And : 
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bh And my = 7# 274 in the ſeveral Offices. publiſhed by Menard. in 
his Notes; although the general Strain of them, ſhews\that they, were 


of latter times, when the Union was ſuppoſed to expiate the Sins ot the 

ſeveral Senſes. „ e, oh WL 
Caſſander produces many Inſtances to ſhew, that the Prajers. and Cagand. nor. 

Hymns, and the Form of anointing did reſpect bodily. Health. 2 g one in Hymu, 

he finds this Form, In nomine Patris, C. Filii, &. Spiritin Sands herige p. 288. 

ſinitatem. Not the health of the Mind, but the Body. „ 

' Maldonat takes notice of Caſſander's Offices, and the Expreſſions uſed Slaldonar. de 

in them; but he gives no Anſwer to the main deſign of them. But 8 nas 

three things he-owns the Church of Rome to have, yaried from. rhe l. 

cient Trudition'in, with reſpe& to this Sgcrament. 11 As to the Form; 

the Caundil of Trent owns no other but that uow uſed, Per Iſfan Ju 

Zionem; &c. but Maldonat conſeſſes it was Indicatiye, Ego te unge, cc: 

or Ungo te Olea ſancto, & c and he runs to that ſhift, That Chriũ did not 

determine any certain Form; whereas the Council of Trent ſaith, the Church 

underſtood by Tradition the other to have been the Form, Here the Coun- - 

eil of Trent makes an Appeal to Tradition, and. is deſerted in it, by 1 

one of its moſt zealous Defenders; apd,Gamachews, affirms this to be 3. 

an eſſential Change; and he thinks the Sacrament not to be valid in ano- Suarez. i 3. 

ther Form. Suarez thinks the . other Form not ſufficient. But Maldonat gs: 

affirms the other Form was uſed; and ſo at that time, there was no 3 

Sacrament of extreme Unction becauſe not adminiſtred in a valid or ſuf- Greg. Saer. 

ficient Form, And yet in the Gregorian Office the Form is Tudicative, Nebard Not: 

Inungo te de Oleo ſanito, &c. So in tha ldus, Ungo te lis (ar 29 85 

go te ſancto, Cc. So in that of Ratoldus, Ungo te Hlio ſan- p. 337. 
dificato-in nomine Patris &c. In the Tilian Codex, Inungo te in nomine pa- | 
tri & Filii, & Spiritus Sancti, Oleo Sancto atque ſacrato, &c. In“ the 05 5 


of 3 8 5 — * * 10 | 

. dex Remigii the general Forms are Indicative, Ungo te Oleo ſanito, &c. 

5 but there being variety of Forms ſet dowp, omong the reſt there is 3. 
1 > ucti 8 5 I RF 0M Wy P. 353. 

1 one, Per iſt am Unitionem Dei, & c. Which aiterwards came ta be the 

1 ſtanding Form; and yet the Council of Trent confidently appeals to P. 332. 

Tradition in this Matter. Which ſhewrd how very. little the Divines © 

mY Oo mth 


Bell. de Sacr, 
"2:0; IS 
" Ag. 5 


No (Catholic Traditiun OT 


Conc, Trid. 
Seſ, 24. c. 1. 


mation againſt Infirmity, Penance againſt aftual Mortal Sin, Euchariſt 3 
gainſt Malice, Orders againſt Ignorance, Matrimony againſt C oncupiſcence- 
and what is now left for Extreme Unition ? Bellarmine faith, they are the 
Remainders of Sin; and fo faith the Council of Trent. But what Re. 
mainders are there in Children, who have not actually ſinned, and 
. Sin is done away already? Therefore the Church of Rome did 
wiſely take away Extreme Unction from Children; but therein Malia. 
zat confeſſes it is gone off from Tradition. I know AHgambe would have 
Maldonat not believed to be the Author of the Books of the Sacra. 


ments; but the Preface before his Works, hath: cleared this beyoad 


Contradiction from the 24S. taken from his Mouth, with the Day and 
Year ; compared with the Copy printed under his Name. But if Mal. 


donat may be believed, the Church of Rome hath notoriouſly gone off 
from its on Tradition, as to the Sacrament of Extreme Unction. | 


Of Matrimony, 500.2 4e 


The laſt new Sacrament is that of Matrimony ; which having its In- 
ſtitution in Paradiſe, one would wonder how is came into Mens Heads 
to call it a Sacrament 4 the New Lam, initituted by Chriſt; eſpecially, 
when the Grace given by it ſuppoſes Mankind in a fallen Condition. 
However, the Council of Trent denounces an Anathema againſt him 


that faith, that Matrimony is not truly and properly a Sacrament, one of the 


Seven of the Evangelical Law, inſtituted by Chriſt. 

That which is truly and properly a Sacrament, muſt be a Cauſe of 
Grace, according to the general Decrees about the Nature of Sacra- 
ments. So that thoſe who do not hold the latter, muſt deny the 


former, 


Vaſq. de Sacr, 
Matrim,Diſp, 
2.6 1; 


6. 3 


Greg.de Val. 


To. 4. Diſp. 
10. Punk. 5. 


Now that there was no Tradition, even in the Roman Church, for 
this, I prove from the Confeſſion of their own moſt Learned Divines 
ſince the Council of Trent. 

Vaſquez confeſſes that Durandus denies that it confers Grace, and 
conſequently, that it is truly a Sacrament { bur he yields it in a large 
improper Senſe) and that the Canoniits were of his Opinion; and that the 
Maſter of the Sentences himſelf aſſerted no more than Durandus. And 
which adds more to this, he confeſſes that Soto doth not condemn 
this Opinion as heretical, becauſe Thomas, Bonaventure, Scotus, and 0- 
ther Schoolmen did only look on their own as the more probable O- 
pinion. But, faith he, after the Decree of Eugenius and the Council of 
Trent it is heretical, 

Gregory de Valentia ſaith the ſame thing, only he adds, That the Ma- 


ſter of the Sextences contradicts himſelf. So certain a Deliverer was he 


of the Churches Tradition; and wonders that Soto ſhould not find it 


plainly enough in the the Councils of Horence and Trent, that a true Sa- 


Mald. de Sac. 
Matrim. . 1. 


Bell. de Matr. 
Sacr. I. 1. e. 5. 


hold. 


— # 


crament muſt confer Grace. — 
Maldonat yields, that Durandus and the Canoniſts deny*'d Matrimony 
to be a proper Sacrament, but he calls them, Catholicis impruaent'y 
erring. | | 3 
 Bellarmine denies it not, but uſes a diſingenuous Shift about Daran- 


dus, and would bring it to a Logical Nicety, whereas the very Argu- 
ments he pretends to anſwer, ſhew plainly that he deny'd this to bc a 


true and proper Sacrament, 


But he offers ſomething conſiderable about the Canoniſts, if it = 
| 4 74 
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1. That they were bat A few; and for this he quotes Newer, bar the Navar. Mon. 
common Opinion was ag ainit them; for w tho meſtiobs the Rubict 32+ 1. 20. 
de Sponſ. but I can find nothing like it thro tlie whole Title; and it is 
not at all probable. that: ſuch Men as Hoſtienſis, and the Gioſſer, ſhould 
be ignorant of, or oppoſe the common Opinion. Hoftienfis faith plairi- Hoftienr 
ly, that Grace is not conferr d by Matrimony, and never once mentions a- Sum. py 
ny Opinion among them againft it; and the:G/oſſer upon Gratian af. Sacr.non iter; 
firms in ſeveral times, ECaaſ. 3 2. J. 2. c. Hunorantur, in hoc Sacra- *. 7. 
mentojuon confertur Gratia Spiritüs Saniti rap 14.4ltts. The Roman Cor. 
yeffors could not bear this; and ſay in the Margin, immo wonfert; tliis 
is plain contradicing; but how is it prov'd from the Candn Law? 
They refer to Diff. 23.'c. his gitur, v. pro benefcis. Thither upon their 
Authority I go, and there I 


ue conſolationem” caleſtis' gratis tribaunt. 
There the Correctors fairly refer us to the Council of Treat, which 


have given up the Canoniſts, as to make fo lame 


*#  @& 7 
4 


were Cardinals; and he gives a better Reaſon, viz, That the Senſe of 
the Roman Church was to be ſeen in the Deeretals. For therefore 
Marriage was owned to be a Sacrament in the large Senſe, becauſe of 
the Decret. of Lucius III. Extra de herete c. ad flee; but the'School- 
men argued from Probabilities and Niceties in this Matter, which 
could not ſatisfie a Man's Underſtanding ; as appears by Darandus his 
Arguments, and Bellarmine's Anſwers to them. © 

1. Where Sacraments confer Grace there muſt be 4 Divine Inſtitution of 
fomething. above Natural Reaſon, but there is nothing of that kind in Matri- 
mony, beſides the ſignifying the Union between Chriſt and his Church; and 
therefore it is only 4 Sacrament in 4 large, and not in a proper Senſe. 
In anſwer to this Bellarmine faith, That it both ſignifies and cauſes Bell de $4cy, 
Love between. Man and Wife, as there is between Chriſt and his Murr. c. 1. 
IRTP: LEVIS F< ns . „% „ ODS 93. te Þb 

But Vaſquez ſaith, That the Reſemblance as to Chriſt and his Chnrch in 1 3 | 
Matrimony, doth not at all prove a Promiſe of Grace made to it. And. Ba. c. 6. FI 
fliz Puntius approves of what ages ſaith, and confeſſes that it Baſil. Font. 
cannot be inferr'd from hence that it is a true and proper Sacrament, 9 Na. I. 1. 
2. Here is nothing external added, beſides the mere Contract of the Per. ©” © 
ſons; but. the Natere ef a Sacrament implies ſome external and viſible 
"Sion, Sb D ad eie Toft KOGK £31093] ! 
Bellarmine anſwers, That it is not neceſſary there ſhould be in this 
Sacrament any ſuch: extrinſecal Sign; becaule it lies in a mete Con- 
tract. And that I think holds on the other ſide, that à mere Conrract 
cannot. be a Sacrament. i ai hoe 
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inte of Reaſon, and therefore po Sacrament. 


3. The Marriage of Infidets.was. good and valid, and their Bapriſm a 


nothing to it ; but it was-no Sacrament before, and. therefore not after; 
Bellarmine anſwers, That it becomes a Sacrament after! And 6 

there is a Sacrament without either Matter or Farm: ; for there is no new 

Marriage. OLI enen, 101508; of 
4. Marriage was inſtitated in the time of  Innocency, and is a natural Di. 
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Bellarmine anſwers, That it mas no Sacrament aber, becauſe there wy 
no need of Sacramental-Grace. Aud altho the Marriage: of Adam ang 
Eve did repreſent the Union between Chriſt and bis Church, yet: it was 10 
proper Sacrament. But how doth he prove that it is a Sacrament upon 
any other Account, under the Goſpel'? And if that doth: not imply a 
Promiſe of Grace then, how can it'inow ? ?? 

So tliat Oarandus his Reaſons appear much ſtronger than Belarmixe's 

Anſwers. ' | DS 2 N —3 Ai E i fn; en 
But Durandus urges one thing more, which Beilarmine takes no no- 
tice of, viz, That this Opinion of the Canoniſts was very well known 
at that time, and was never condemn'd as contrary to any Determi- 
nation of the Church. Now if there had been any conftant Tradition 
even of the Church of Rome againſt it, it is impoſſible theſe Canoniſts 
ſhould have avoided Cenſure'; their Opinion being ſo much taken no- 
tice of by the Schoolmen afterwards, Jocobus Almain ſaith, It was 4 


Almain in 4. Cantroverſie between the Canoniſts and Divines, whether Matrimony wa 


Diſt, 26. J. 1. 
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Bell. de Sacr. 
Ee. 
De Mat rim. 
Saer. i. 1 c. 4. 


| nople by the Larius, did hold Seven 


4 Sacrament; not all the Divines neither; for he confeſſes, Duraxdas 
and others ſeem'd to agree with them. What Univerſal Tradition 
then had the Council of Trent to rely upon in-this Matter? When all 
the Canoniſts, according to Almain, and ſome of the Divines, oppoleil 
it? He ſets down their different Rea ſons, but never alledges matter 
of Faith or Tradition againſt them, but only ſaith, The Divines hold 
the other Opinion, becauſe Matrimony is one of the Seven Sacraments, 
But on Whar was the Opinion of the Neceſlity of Seven Sacraments 
2 What Scripture, what Fathers, what Tradition was there 

fore Peter Lombard, for juſt that Number? 4 | 


4 x 7 5 2 1 * „ 
av $4. 1 = 


The Senſe of the Greek Church about S:yen Sacraments. 


— 


But before I come to that, it is fit to take notice of what Bellarmine 
lays great Weight upon, both as to the Number of Sacraments in ge- 
neral, and this in particular; which is, the Conſent of both the Greek 
and Latin Church for at leaſt quo Years. But I have ſhew'd there was 
no ſuch Conſent, as is boaſted of even in the Latin Church. As to the 
Greek Church, he faith, It s an Argument of Univerſal Tradition, when 
they had the ſame Tradition even in their Schiſm. | | 

To this Ianſwer, . a OOO 3 : 

1. We do not deny that the later Greeks, after the taking Conant 
Myſteries; which the Latins ren- 
der Sacraments. For after there were Latin Patriarchs at Conſtantinople, 
and abundance of Latin Priefts in the Eaftern Parts, they had perpe- 
tual Diſputes about Religion; and the Latins by degrees did gain up- 


on them in ſome Points; and particularly in this of Sever Sacraments, 
for the Latin: thought it an Advantige to their Church to boaſt of 


ſuch a Number of Sacraments ; and the Greets, that they might not 
ſeem to come- Behind them, were willing to embrace the fams 
Number, | | he 


— — 5 1 N 
ps | oe <6 ä — * 
| ad; "The TI. a 0 rg her is ; ad eo bi 
1 then, ws Simeon Biſhop of 7 3 "who * 
id ſo greater L Diſtance, that the 1 1 big — ſeem _ [Fo 
ng them ; (for he males them to have! RH qa Hoo Years beft Py his time p 1 Paſſer in * 
but Leo Allat ius hath evidently proved, thi |, e lived not two Hundred 7 6 Au 

4 Di Years before him, (Which is a confidefal y Difference) 0 5 Simeon dy'd Sen os 

a but ſix Months beſhiß he talking e alonice, A. D. 1430. as he 218. . 13. 
e War proves from Joh. A , who was . at the lan of it. From * 
| and hence it appears how Very late this Tradition qe inte ie Greek Charch, S 71155: 
4s 10 After him Gabriel Severus, Biſhop of PHH pi Aurote about the Ge 
upon Seven Sacr amients, and healiv'd at 7 enice in Arcudia his time, yo FT. 
ly a wrote ſince Poſſevin; and Cra Merote to this Gabriel, Anno Dom. 1580. Crus De 
and he was conſecrate by Jeremias Anno Dom. 1 57774 So that neither &,  % 
ines his Authority, or that bf Jeremias can ſignifie * ch 325 to the Ati. e 
1 quity of this Tradition among the ts. N 
no. Leo Allatius talks of the Old as Well as. the Modern Greeks, wh held Leo ala, de 
Own Seven Secraments, but he e idly of thoſs v ho 15 wy - 
cmi. liv'd ſince the taking of Conſtantinople ; as Job thi Monk, Sim 90 A 
itian hannes Palæologus, Jeremias, Gabriel, C 'mrillus Berrhoenſis, Parthithiw's, os Ind ROW WT „ 


ſuch like: But he v oy craftily faith; He produces theſe th let us ſee 4 51 


no- they ha ve not gone off from the Face of their Anceſtours, whereas that 
46 4 is the thing we would have ſeen, viz. the Teſtimony of the Greeks be. © 
Was fore, and not afterwards. As to the ancient Greis, he confeſſes they 
as ſay nothing of the Number, De numero apud eos Altun ſilent ius et. 
tion And how could there be a radition in Nngeh Silence? "But:ſome © * 
all ſpeak of ſome, and others of others, bat all eat MIS This 1 18 4 very dad. 
eil way to prove a Tradition of a certain N 5 [ 1 . For then; ſome mig an 8 | * ä 
tter believe Fhree, others Four, others Bayt ; burk y can this\pro\ „ 
old all believed man * 7 1 let ugiſee che 1 5 Anſexd f 
its, that he preſent rts an ection mt , Faretendet' ius Areo- _ : 
ents pagits, 75 That where he deſigns to treat o WPI Sac ame 2 never. 3 170 
ere mentions Penance, Extreme U 7 N tony : d a a | 
| great deal of rambling Pilco eg anc be didi 
N out; and that other} Anſwers are inſuſfuzent.” *Bethews "9.1 17. 
Ambroſe and Cyril, that p* neceſſary vs ” 
where are the reſt ? And weare now enquir 
ine cient Greet Church; hut . n of K 4 lc 
ge- dently affirm, When one who-:protefſed" Skil e Ger 
eek Church, as Js Allatias, — nor to yt Dr 155 proof of . 4.2" 
as 2. Thoſe Greet who held Sn Vacr amet; ji not hold them in 
he the Senſe of the Council of Treat ar or two Reaſon?s?s? 
ben 1. They do not hold. them Aer bien bInfticatior. gh, WT 
pears by the Patriarch Jeremias his 1 wer to the Tubing Divines, who 
: at firſt ſeems to write ageæenblyg roche 3 Rome in his matter, 
the (except about Extreme Unction N by them in 
n- their Reply; he holds te the . 45 0 ration — and the Encha- 
le, . rift, bur gives up the reſt, a f by.the Churches Authority. Which 48. Teig. 
e- is plain giving up the Cauf® How the es Bellarmine to inſiſt ſo oats 
p- muc on the 4 wer. of Jeremias? The Reaſon was, that Socolovius +3 68h 
RY had procud rom Conſtantinople the Patriarch's sfr it Anſwer, and tran- 
of | ſlated and Pri it; upon which, great Triumph's were made of 
ot the Patriarch Vönſent with the Church of * but when theſe 
ns Divines Were hereby provok d to publiſh the Whole og 
he 222 . — 
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„ cing Abſolution by way of Sentence, but by way o FyPrajer 10 Gai, 
22 1 be Which, as Aquinas obſerves, rather bew 4 Perſon to be: abſolved by God 
4 than by the Prieſt, and are rather 4 Prayer that it may b done, than 4 ni. 
fieation that it is done; aud therefore he looks on 0 uch u If ffu at . 
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ö oſe of the Chorch of Rome were unwilling # Yi be bebe 

NMętropb. Und ſo take no Ndtice of ay farther Anſwer. nce the time c 

5 .Cinfeſſ.' Eccl.- exemias ,.. the Punarch of. lexanaria, (as,. he Was kalter werde 

2 2 P74: Metrophants' Critopulus,” pubighked an Account. of the Faith of th: 
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"for 1. 4 he quotes one Conyahale; 


2 the Seven, that 
Aid h ce Ne And from 
hence it Appears ow Ale; Sion L Aae had; to, be an Wy y with 


Caucus, a Latinized Cee Wil bimiclf, ming chat the modern 
ut after 


Greeks did not , look on theſt*Sacrament a5 of Dow W ene, 
he hath given im ſo be g words, he N pro 6ve His. Aﬀertion 
. or Em. To ich n Nebpallage of the Pa. 
Fr Nie; Dm whence he infers, 
| * a Tu#itution, and he faith 
ach 4 50 | back e the Conſent of 
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Fey £24 or Harm orfome. eſſential part 
citipk be e therefore:can:make. up no 
RR, — Seves Sacrament, 


ö we of chin. 9555 25 5 
T. 2 't ) he. * 1 9 N "har Gabriel of blade, Ca- 
lilas 2 Marcus 'E bfieſtus al place the Form in the Conſecration of it; 

; + aha 4 Aon, 0 


he Fo 1 91 8 G it is commonly per- 
he resin, though the. B75, [oof be preſent; but the Council 
12 ee all Hir chat faith, the Bijbop 4. 
nine t, 
51 | 1 8 e, The Cou geil of T, rent declares, That who- 
Er at Com maln Aoth a t imprint an indelible Character, ſo as 
an101 478d An 14 ematiea but Arcudius ſhews at large, that 
* dees N Re noeru peer reiterating Coufirmat ion. 
 Fumſyritie, another T Finized C . oppoſes Arcudius herein; and ſaith, 
92 20 e | of. Gee hf 1 "Greeks, donor relate to the Sacrament 


was 
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a V n of gr gat Note i in the Patriarchal 
* Church at Conſt antiuop „ Therefore gaucus had Reaſon to den that 
the Greeks receive that Which e D tins call the Sacrament of Con- 
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nbolical Ce emony relating to Baptiſm; and 
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Penatice to * 4 ju- 
it; but the 


c. 6. can. 9. Greek Charch uſes a depreeative Form, (as they call i, ) | not pronoun- 
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fer tbe Seven, Sacrament. 2 
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Gent. And-if it be a judicial Sentente, as the Co 5ent res 
mines it cancn hardly be reconciled to bh a, Form, 1 rein . of 
judicial Sentence was ever pronounced ;\2$\Arcudravggrants 5 and ig Ex. 
treme Unction where ſuch a Form is Wowed, there- TE, as: he. obf 4 
no judicial Act. But he hopes at laſt to bi page 0 i 


uſed in ſome of their Forms, I have 0 
not in their Pablict Offices ; and their 12 . 2e. v / 
Whick, ſhews it to bean. Innovation among the Latini xi Greeks,j if it 3 — 
be ſo obſerved, which Catumhhritus 2 and. faith, be rover is 00 8 
from ſome Forms granted by Patents, which are not Satrumenta!; id ſop- | £, ay Ute is: x 
oligg-it otherwiſe, he faith, it 2 fooliſh, falſe” and e oley. 7 . 4 
juch 4 Form to be valid; becauſe it is no judicial AF, Me TY by, En ret 
1. The Council of Trent makes Confeſſion of all * Sn | %. 2 „ 
cret ever, to be neceſſary i in order to the Benefit of b Mot 7 5 AE . 1 
in this Sacrament, and denounces an Anathema ſe, that deny 2 N 
it; but the Greek Church grants Abſolut Ation*#h They © N 
have not confeſſed. al mortal Sins 1 s appears Fo oi of he Pas „ 
triarch of Ant ioch, prod} uced by Arcudias, and Neeber om bf bet ny 
triarch of conſtantinople, in Jeremias his Anſwer, Araudius id hard put . . 
toit, when to Excaſe this he ſaith,” — only pray to God to. ae > ; * 8 7 
tor this is to own that a deprecative |} Form i is n that here.” „„ 
is no Sacrament & 9 in * Greek urch, | _ 1% 3 . 
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tion of Hanas, with Accipe Spiritum Sana Fon, 5 
But the Greek Church wholly omits the former, 
eſt weight 1 is laid in the Latin Church, and ma 10 think t 
les 1 in it. When the Ofice of Ordin Ho is over, the "Rook bf 7 1 
fung), called kei, is delivered to the Fresbyrer, but e 1 wg KEY 
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Cone. Trid. 2. the Council of Trent requires that the Oil of Extreme UnQion he 


C. 1. faith Catumſyritus, make eſſential to the Sacrament. But in the Greek 


Catumſyr. | Pu $93 
mar Church the Presbyters commonly do it, as Arcudius ſhews at large, 
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ras Prior of Cos, and publiſhed the Whale proces dinge "Which Book. 
was tranſlated out of Portageſe by Joh: Bapti fta 2 Glano into French; and 


Printed at Bruſſels 1609. From whence the Author of the Cr:tital Hi. 


Fory of the Faith and Cuſtoms of the Eaftern Nations hath given an Ac. Hiſtorie Cris 
count of theſe. things; and he faith, they owned but three Sacraments, Bap- le, ch. 8. 
tim, Euchariſt and Orders; that they knew nothing of the Sacrament of * : = 
briſm or Extreme Unition, and abhorred Auricular Confeſſion, But in 
Excuſe of them, he faith, hat they joyned Confirmation with Baptiſm, as 

other Raſtern Churches did; that the Sacrament of Extreme Unition, as it 

is practisd in the Church of Rome, i⸗ known only to the Latin Church; P. 112: 
but the Eaſtern Charch had the Unction of S. James for the Cure of Diſegſes, 5. 123 
4 the Greek Church had, © R 
Cotovicus affirms the ſame of the other Eaſtern Churches called Chal- Corov. tri. 


dean, (who are under the ſame Patriarch with the Chriſtians of 8 Hieroſol. & 


Thomas) that they knew nothing of the Sacraments of Confirmation and yr. P. 208. 
Extreme Unction. This Patriarch is the ſame which is commonly calld 
the Patriarch of Babylon; whoſe Reſidence is at Moral, but called of 
Babylon, becauſe Seleucia, after the Deſolation of the true Babylon had _ 
dee it (as it were eaſie to prove, if it were 4 n 
to this 2 upon the Deſtruction of Seleucia the Patriarch 
remov'd firſt to Bagdad, and then to Moza!; whoſe Juriſdiction ex- 


tends over all thoſe Eaſtern Chriſtians, which are called Vefforian. 


In the Aline Churches, Godignus faith poſitively from thoſe who had Codign. d: 
been converſant among them, That they knew nothing of the Sacra- 7cbas Abaſſn. 
ments of Chriſm and Extreme Unitjon; and that all the Confeſſion they “ '*< A 
have is general and rare; and that they have no Biſhops under te 
Abuna, and believe the Bond of Matrimony eaſily diſſolved. So that 
the Tradition of Seven Sacraments is wholly unknown to them; but as 
it was impoſed by the Roman Miſſionaries; which Impoſition was ſo ill 
receiv'd there, and brought ſuch Confuſion and Diſorders among 
them, that they are for ever baniſh d. FONG OT 8 
"Sh. Chernacenſis, a Latinized Armenian Clem. Galan. 
faith, that the Armenians owned not the Seven Sacraments, that they ©" Eceleſ. 
knew nothing of Chriſm and Extreme Unction. Here we ſee a general 2 
Conſent as to the total Ignorance of two of the Seven Sacraments in 5 516. 
theſe Churches. But Clemens Galanus, who had been many Years a Clem. Galen. 
Miſionary among the Armenians, endeavours to prove that they had the 7* 3.7. 439. 
Traditian of the Seven Sacraments; by, | very unſucceſsfully. For he | 
produces none of their ancient Authors for it: but he names Vartanus, 
whom he ſets himſelf to confute afterwards ; and he confeſſes, that he 
took away the Sacrament of Penance, and made Burial of the Dead to be , 636. 
one of his Seven. But more than that, he ſaith, The Armenian Churches p. 605. 


have forbidden Extreme Unction, as the Neſtorians had done Auricular Con- 
Mon. So that nothing like a truly Catholick Tradition can be pro- 


duced for the Number of Seven Sacraments either in the Church of 
Rome or elſewhere, within Bellarwmine's own term of 50 Years. 
I am now giving an Account when this Number of Seven Sacra- 
ments came into the Church, and on what Occaſions it was advanced 
to be a Point of Faith. 1 e 

The firſt T can find who expreſly ſer down the Number of Seven fugo de 5. 
Sacraments, was Hugo de S. Victore, who liv'd in the twelfth Century, Vid. de Offi- 
not long before Peter Lombard, But that there was an Innovation made il. 1.c. 13. 
by him in this Matter, I ſhall make appear by comparing ho on | he 
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amners. vic: 


Ruy, Tui.  Rapertas Tuitienſis lived 79 0 t the lame time in German Ant 
N 1 Gy Hugo did at Pari, and he gives a different Reſolution: of the Queſtion 
ern about the 5 25 al Sacraments: For he names no more, than Baptin. 
düse 48, 4. Eber f, ad the double Gg the Ea Sei, ad. faith be 1 
1. 1. part 9. three Sacraments are neceſſary Inſiruments of an Salvation. But Hg 
& 6% ſaith, there are ſeven. principal Sacraments; (Wich ſufficiently ſhews; 
that he thought there were other Sacraments beſides theſe and ſo he 
reſſes his mind in another place, where he makes all ſymbolical Sign; 
Je Sacraments,) but the principal Sacraments he ſaith, are thoſe which 
convey Grace. | | | EY” OR OR OO TE” 1-066 
Fulb. Carnot, Falbertus Carnotenſis lived in France in the beginning of the tenth Cen. 
pl. i. tam; and where he diſcourſes of the Sacraments he names no more than 


Baptiſm and the Euchariſt. He calls the Body and Blood. two Sacraments, 
De Init. Cle. and ſo did Rabanus Maurus before him. 
. Who lived inthe ninth Age, and was a Perſon of great Reputation; 
Rab Maur. and he names no more Sacraments than Baptiſm and Chriſm, and the Ex. 
ane” ra chariſt; where. he propoſes to treat of them; and had as juſt an Occa- 
ion to havemention'd the reſt, as Hugo had. But Bellamine ſaith, he 
Bell. de Sacr. handled all wherein the Clergy were concerned, and therefore omitted none but 
. 2. c. 2 Matrimony, But were not they concerned to know whether it were a 
Sacrament or not? The Queſtion is not whether ho mention'd the things, 
but whether he called them Sacraments; but I do Hot find Extreme Un- 
- cc, den ſo much as mention d by him in the place he refers us to. 
by yr] In the ſame Age, Walafridus Strabo, where he purpoſely diſcourſeth 
< 16,1), 26. Of the Sacraments, names no more than Rabanus Manrus ; and this had 
bdeen an inexcuſable Omiſſion in ſuch who treat of Eccleſiaſtical Offices; 
and were to inform Perſons of their Duties about them. And therefore 
I lay much more weight on ſuch an Omiſſion in them than in any other 
Paſch. Radb. Writers. I know Paſchaſius Radbertus mentions no more than three Sa. 
de 2 & craments, Baptiſm, Chriſm and the Euchariſt; but, Bellarmine and Sir. 
1 „ mondu ſay he mention d them for Example ſake, becauſe it was not his 
| buſineſs to handle the Number of Sacraments; but this Anſwer will by 
no means ſerve. for thoſe who purpoſely treated of theſe matters; and 
therefore an Omiſſion in them is an Argument that they knew nothing 

of them. $4 4 5 2290 u 
And this Argument will er higher; for in the beginning of the 
Iſid. Orig. . 6. ſeventh Century, Iſidore of Sevil treated of theſe matters, and he names 
de Officis.. no more than Baptiſm, Chriſm and the Euchariſt; and he tells us, they are 
therefore called Sacraments, becauſe under the covering of cor poreal things 4 
ſecret. and inviſible virtue is convey to. the partakers of them, And this 
very paſſage is entred into the Canon Lam c. 1. J. I. c. Multi Secularium, Cc. 
and there it paſſes under the Name of Gregory I. but the Roman Corre- 

ctors reſtore it to Iſidore. 1 30 l 0 | 
Ivo Decree. But it may be objected, that Ivo Carnotenſis made a Collection of 
2. p. c. 73. Canons before Gratian; who handles the Sacraments in his firſt and ſe- 
cond Part; and he ſeems to make the annual Chriſm to be a Sacrament; 
+ for which he quotes an Epiſtle of Fabianus, who faith it ought to be 
cConſecrated every year, quia novum Sacramentum eſt ; and this, he faith, 
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But this Epiſtle is a notorious Counterfeit, and rejected by all Men of 
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le It n th | hus We trace the 
0riganal of ſome pretended. Apoſtolieal Tradition into that M als of Fr. 4 
gies, the Dessen, Epifiler, which was ent abroad under ens Nithne 
13 - Sf 4 65 YG n 10 * 1 1 80 | "TED? al q WH. 
Ivo produces andther Teſtimony from Habtentius I. to proye 75 Ivo ib. c. 35. 
Extreme Unition mas then omned for 4 ki e  Sicrament ,” and therdfyre' 
ought not ro be given tlgfPenitents, If this Rule holds, then either Me. 
trimony Was no Sacrament, or Pentents might. not marry 3 but the Ca. 
wniits ſay, even excommunicated Perſons may marry, hut one of them 
faith, Ir is 4 ſtrange Sacrament excommunicated Perſons art n to 
tale H. %% d bs ONE een e 
* this genus e# Sacramenti ſignifies very little to thoſe who know Alex. Concit, 
how largely the Word Sacrament was uſed in elder times, from Terfuls 
lan downwards. But our Queſtion is not about 4 kind of 4 Sacrument 
but fri and proper Sacraments; and if it had been then thought ſo; he 
would not have permitted any to adminiſter it; unleſs they will ay it is” 
25 neceſſary to Salvation as Baptiſm, which hone do. It appears from 
hence, that there was then a Cuſtom among ſome in ard to S. James 
is Words, if Perſons were ſick, to take ſome of the Chriſm to anoint 
them, and to pray over them in hopes of thein Recovery; but this was 
no Sacrament of dying Perſons, as it is now in the Church of Rome. 
If it had been then fo eſteemed, S. Ambroſe (or whoever was the 
Author of the Book of Sacraments) would not have omitted it, and 
the other Supernumeraries, when he purpoſely treats of Sacraments; 
the ſame holds as to 8. Cyril of Jeruſalem. And it is a poor Evaſion to 
ſay, that they ſpake only to Catechameys ; for they were to be inſtructed 
in the Means and Inſtruments of Salvation, as they make all Sacra- 
ments to be. * 8.0 K Wc 1 % 85 N eee 
And it is to as little Purpoſe to ſay, tha? they do not declare there are 
but two; for our buſineſs is to enquire for a Catholick Tradition for ſeven 
true and proper Sacraments, as the Council of Trent determines under an 
Auathema. But if we compare the Traditions for two and for ſeven - 
together, the other will be found to have far greater Advantage; 
not only becauſe the two are mention'd in the eldeſt Writers, where 
the ſeven are not; but becauſe ſo many of the Fathers agree in the Tra. 
dition, #hat the Sacraments were deſigned by the Water and s. Chryſ. in Joh. hom, 87: 
Blood which came out of our Saviour fide. So S. Chryſoftom, 8. Cyril. in Job. 1. 12. 
8. Cyril of Alexandria, Leo Magnus, but above all 8. Au- Fo) — | 11 105 „ 
guſtin, who ſeyeral times inſiſts upon this; which ſnews * 9. 15. 
that they thought thoſe two to be the true and proper Sa- Ds Cioit. Dei, I. 15.0. 26. 
craments of Chriſtianity; however there might be ther De Smůol. c. 6. 
Myſcical Rites which in a large ſenſe might be called Sacrament. 
As to the Occaſions of ſetting up this Number of ſeven Sacraments,they 
r 3 To Wang 3:13 10,01 3 
1. Some petty Cangruities which they had found out for them. The 
Number ſeven they obſerve was in requeſt in the Levitical- Law, as to 
Sacrifices and Purifications.  Naamas was bid to waſh ſeven times. And i 
Belarmine in good earneſt concludes that the whole Scripture: ſeemed to ag de Fo 
foretel the ſeven Sacraments by thoſe things. But beſides; he tells us of the 
ſeven things relating to natural Life which theſe have an Analogy mith; thee , 
ſeven ſorts of Sins theſe are a remedy ag ainit, and the ſeven ſorts of Vertaes 
which anſwer to the ſeven Sacraments. But none of all theſe prove any 
Catholick Tradition. ö n a 
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2, Making n difference. between Myſtical Riges continued in-Imita. 

tiomof Apottoligal Fractices and true and rea Sacraments. Impaſidon 

of; Hands for Confirmation and Ordination is allowed to be a very juſt 

and reaſonable Imitation of them; and as long as the Miracalow Pay. 

ex of. Healing Difeaſes continued, there was: a fair Ground for conti. 

nn de Pradtice mentioned by S. James; but there was no Reaſon 

aizerwards to change this into quite another thing, by making it a Sz. 
crameut, chiefly intended for doing away the Remainders of Sin. 

3. Advancing the Honour. of the Prieſthood :; by making them ſo 
neceſſary for the actual Expiation of all ſorts of Sins, and in all Con- 
ditions. For no Sacrament is rightly adminiſtred, by the Council of 

ITirext, without the Prieſt, and therefore clandeſtine Marriages are de. 
clared void by it. And it pronounces an Anathema againft thoſe who 
ſay any others than Prieits cau adminifter Extreme Vnction; however it 
appears that in the time of Innocentius I. any might make uſe of the 
Chrifm when it was conſecrated by a. Biſhop; but they ate grown 
wiſer in the Church of Rome ſince that time; and as they have altered 

a Ceremony of Caring into a Sacrament of Dying, fo they have taken 
Care that none but Prieſts ſhall perform that laſt Office, that the Peo- 
ple may believe they can neither live nor die without them. 


1 | Of Auricular Confeflion, GH # 


Eu SO S& 519 Fo bf AN 135 45 r | th 
Concil. Trid. The Council of Trent declares, that the Univerſal Church - always an- 
Sell. 14. de der ſtaod that Chriit did inſtitute an eutirs Confeſſion of Sins; and that it is 
Fenit. c. 3. repeived by Divine Right to all who ſin after Baptiſm, becauſe our Lord Jeſus 
Chrit, before his Aſcenſion into Heaven, did leave Prieſts as his Vicars, to be 
| Preſidents and Judges, to whom all mortal Sins mere to be made known, and 
of which they. wert, by the Power of the Keys,to give Sentence, ſo as either to 
remit or retain theme. Det | 
* It farther ſaith, That the moit holy and ancient Fathers by a great and 
unanimous Conſent, aid uſe this ſecret Sacramental Confeſſion from the be. 
ginning. 4 in, Ch 51 PR OY 
Andt denounces Anathema ss, ůRN j +ing 
Can. I. 1. | Again? him that denies the Sacrament of Penance to be of Chriſt's In- 
ſtitutioon. N x 4. 
3, 2. Againſt him that denies that our Savioar?s words, Receive ye the Holy 
Ghoſt, Whoſe Sins ye remit they are remitted, & c. are to be under Rood of the 
© over of remitting and retaining in the Sacrament of Penance, as the Catlo- 
lick Church always under ſtood them, | ; 1 
4 „„ Againſt him that Aenies Confeſſion to be 4 part of it, or to have Divine 
Inſtitution, and to be neteſſary to Salvation; as it relates to ail mortal, 
though. ſecret Sins. ante of 1 2 1 
Thus we ſee the Senſe of the Council of Trent in this matter; and 


I ſhall now make it evident there was no ſuch Catholic Tradition, as is 


here pretended forit, by the Confeſſion of their own Writers. 
 ''1, As to the General Senſe of the Church. _ 4 bh 

2. As to the founding it on John 22. Whoſe Sins ye remit, &c. 
laldonat.de” 1. As to the General Senſe of the Church, Maldonat reckons up Se- 
* Put. ven ſeveral Opinions among themſelyes about Confeſſion. 1. Of thoſe 
. 2 onfeſſ. wha aerted it to be of Divine Right, but held it to le wie! in the Church; 
, and for this he quotes Rhenanus and Eraſmus. 2. }f thoſe mho make it 
to be only of Hccleſiaſtical Inſtitution; and this, faith he, is the Opinion of 
M7 | | al 
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oy | | 
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all the Canoniſts. 3. Of thoſe who thought it came in by Apoſtolical Tradi- 
tion ; of which he reckons Theodore Archbiſhop of Canterbury, 4. Of 
ame Divines who held it to be inſtituted only by St, James. 5. Of others 
who held it to be of Divine Right, and not inſtituted by the Apoitles, but in- 
ſintated by Chriſt; and for this he quotes Alexander Hales, and Bona- 
venture. 6. Of ſome who thought it inſtituted in the Old Teſtament. 7. Of 
thoſe who held it inflituted by Chriſt, but not as 4 Precept, but by way of 
Council; and for this he mentions Scotus and his Followers. | 
Vaſquez reckons up among thoſe whoſe Opinions are not condemned, Vaſquez nz. 
The Canoniits, Eraſmus, Bonaventure, Alexander Hales, and Scotus, who Ih. Jo. 4. Q. 
all difered from the Council of Trent. ä 1 15 
Snares mentions three Opinions among them. 1. Of rhoſe who ſaid it Suateꝛ ing 
was initituted in the Law of Nature. 2. Of thoſe who attributed it to the Th. To. 4. 5 
Lav of Moſes. 3. Of thoſe who denied any Inſtitution of it by way of Pre- Diſp35.Se.1. 
cept from Chriſt in the Law of Grace; and for this he quotes Hugo de 

Sancto Victore, Alexander Hales, and Bonaventure, and they went upon 

this Ground, at no ſuch Inititution could be proved either by Scripture or 

Tradition, | | | N 

Gregory de Valentia confeſſes, ſome Catholick Authors denied the Divine Greg. de Va- 
Institution of Confeſſion ; for which he produces the Canoniſts, and Eraſ- Di gs 
mus and Rhenanus. But he thinks they were not guilty of Hereſie, becauſe ret hes * 
they were not obſti nate; but that is not our buſineſs, which 1s to ſhew, 

that by their own Confeſſion, there was not a conſtant Catholic Tra- 

dition in the Church about it. | 
Natali Alexander, who liath lately pretended to anſwer Daille, con- Nat. Alex. 
felſes, that from the ninth to the thirteenth Age, many Catholicks did hold, 4e Sacr. Cen- 
that Confeſſion to God alone was ſufficient to obtain Remiſſion of Sins; and Fell. P. 229. 
he proves it from Lombard, Gratian and the Canoniſts. But he faith 

it was no hereſie in them, the point not being yet ſettled by a general Council. 

Boileau, in his Anſwer to Daille, cannot deny that in the time of Lom- 5. Confeſſ. 
bard and Gratian en held ſeveral ways about this matter; but he anſwers Auric. c. 29. 
with Thomas upon the Sentences, that it was an Opinion then, but ſince | 
the Council of Lateran it is become a Hereſie. But if it were no heretical 
Opinion then, what becomes of Infallible Tradition? If the Church 
defines by Tradition, that Tradition muſt be proved before the Defini- 
tion, otherwiſe it hath no ground to proceed upon. * N 

The Council of Lateran under Innocent III. (it ſeems) made it 4 
Hereſie to deny this Sacramental Confeſſion, Within much leſs than a 
Century before it, lived Peter Lombard and Gratian. Peter Lombard 
made it his buſineſs. to collect a Body of Divinity out of the Sentences 
of the Fathers; and his Work hath been univerſally eſteemed in the 
Roman Church. hen he comes to ſtate this Point of Confeſſion out of 
the Fathers, i. e. to give an account of the Tradition of the Church 
about. it; he tells us in the beginning, that learned Men were of different Lomb. fer.” 
Opinions; and for what Reaſon ? becauſe the Doctors of the Church ſeemed 1. 4. biſt.17. 
to deliver not only divers but contrary things, i. e. they had no certain 
and conſtant Tradition about them. And when he comes to the Point 
ot Confeſfion to God only, he quotes for it, beſides Scripture, S. Ambroſe, 
and S. Chryſo#om, and Proſper ; and againſt it S. Auguſtin and Leo, and 
concludes himſelf for the latter; but ſaith not a word more to ſhew 
that the conſtant Tradition of the Church had been for this Opinion. 

Gratian puts the ſame. Queſtion, and for Confeſſion to God alone he Grat. ge pa- 
quotes S. Ambroſe, S. Auguſtin, and Proſper, belides Scripture, and ar- nit. Diſt.c, 
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gues largely for it after c. convertimini, Sc. Then he ſets down the 
Arguments on the other fide from c. 38. and after c. 66. he ſums un 
the force of them, and again after c. 87. and when he hath ſaid all 
on one ſide and on the other, he concludes after c. 89. that he left al 
to the Readers Judgment; for both Opinions had wiſe and pious Defenders; 
and produces that Saying as out of Theodore's Penitential; that ſome 
think. that we ought to confeſs only to God, as the Greeks, others that ne 
ought to do it to the Prieſt too, as almoſt all the Churches beſides ;-but then 
he adds, that Confeſſion to God purges away Sin, but that to the Prieſt ſhens 
how they are purged, i. e. by Contrition. So the Gloſs interprets it. hill. 
larmine thinks that, ut Græci, was foiſted into the Canon, and I ſhall 
not diſpute againſt it, provided that which anſwers to it, «t tots fere 
{onthe BR be allowed to be ſo too, as the Roman Corredctors do 
confeſs. | | 
Hi. Confeſſ. Boilean hath taken another courſe, for he ſaith, thi whole Di#infinn 
Auric. p.388. is without ground attributed to Gratian ; but how does he prove it? From 
| Ant, AuguStinus his Dialogue, where a MS. is cited that this was not 
Gratiaz's, but an elder Author's. And what is gotten by this? But 
the other anſwers, it muſt be Gratian's, becauſe of the Citation out of the 
Digeſts, and other Books of Civil Law then lately found. If this will not 
do, he ſaith, Gratian hath many Errors, as the Roman Correfors obſerve, 
Yes truly do they; and about this Point ſeveral times; for the Coun. 
cils of Lateran and Trent have otherwiſe determined. But what is 
all this to the Tradition of the Church in Gratian's time? 
Innocent III. in the Council of Lateran, enjoins ſtrictly the Prachite fo 
of Confeſſion once a year, under the Penalty of Excommunication, and of be. 


Bell. de pœnit. 
„.. 


ing deprived of Chriſtian Burial; but there is not a Word of the Chur- 4 
ches Tradition before, for the ground of it. But finding ſeveral Opi- i 
nions about it, and the Waldenſes then oppoſing it, he reſolves by his 5 
Authority to bind all Perſons to it. But after this the Canoniſts allowed 'h 
no more than Eccleſiaſtical Inſtitution for it; as is plain by the Gloſs on G 
the Canon Law, Dit. 5. de Pænit. Tit. in Penitentia ; but the Roman 7 
Correctors quote againſt it, Concil. Trident, Seſſ. 14. c. 5. i. e. a Council 0 
ſome 100 years after, muſt tell what the Tradition then was; but the f 
Gloſs ſaith, the Greeks had no ſuch Tradition, and therefore were not bound { 
to Confeſſion, So that we have no Evidence for any Catholick Tradition T 
in this matter, before the Lateran Council. | | 
2. But the Council of Treat hath yore beyond the Council of Lateran, 
and hath fixed the Divine Right of Confeſſiun on John 20. Whoſe Sins | 
ye remit, &c. and therefore I am now to ſhew, by the Confeſſion of their | 


own Writers, that this hath not been the Traditionary Senſe of this 
Place. | i ED 

Cajetan , not long before the Council firſt fat, in his Notes on this 

place confeſſes, that no Precept of Sacramental Confeſſion is contained in it. 

But how ſhould it be of Divine Right in the Senſe of the Council of 

Trent, if there be no Command for it? Tes, by Conſequence, if they will 

obtain Remiſſion of Sins; but this can by no means be inferred from 

hence, becauſe the Remiſſion of Sins by Baptiſm is implied in it ; but 

none of them plead for particular Confeſſion before Baptiſm, in order to 

| Remiſſiun; and therefore not after, unleſs ſome Command of Chriſt 

Vaſes ub; Made it more neceſſary after Baptiſm than before. Vaſquez faith, that 

2 Qajetan means no more, than that it cannot be proved out of this place; but 

Catharin. in Catharinus faith, that neither there nor in any other place doth Cajetan al- 

Cajet . p. 446. low, that Auricular Confeſſion can be proved out of Scripture, © Gabrit 
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Gabriel Biel confeſſes he cannot find ſufficient force to conclude the Neceſ 


ſity of Confeſſion from the Power of Abſolution here granted ; becauſe it may be os 17 ü + 8 


valid upon voluntary Confeſſion of the Party; and therefore he reſolvesit in- «. . 

to an unwritten Tradition, * 1 . | 
Guido Brianſon takes great pains to prove it out of this place, but Bfianſon ; 8 

at laſt yields, that Chriſt's inſtituting ſuch a PAwver, doth not bind Perſons to Dec. i. A 8. 

confeſs their Faults to them that have it. For the Power o retaining doth not | 

imply that no Sins are retained which are not retained by the Prieſt upon Con. 

feſſion ; neither then aoth the Power of Abſolation imply that no Sins are re-. 

mitted but ſuch as are confeſſed to a Prieſt. And therefore he betakes him- * Orbellis 

ſelf, as Biel doth, to anmritten Tradition: and fo doth Nicol. de Orbelles gag * 
Jac, de Almain debates the matter at large; and he ſays only that Alain 3, 

it is a probable Opinion, that this Confeſſion is of Divine Appointment; but Diſt. 17. 5 

he yields, that Chriit's granting a Power of Abſolution, doth not make it 

4 Duty to confeſs to a Prieſt; and he faith, it is falſe Propoſition, that 

where a Power of juaging is given, others are bound to ſubmit to it; for all 

that follows is, that their Sentence is valid if they do ſubmit. 

But the force of what the Council of Trent declares from this place, Vaſquez ib 

lies wholly in this, as Vaſquez obſerves, that becauſe Chriſt hath given dub. 2. 

Authority to abſolve, and they cannot exerciſe that Authority without Confeſ- | 

ſion, therefore Confeſſion is hereby made neceſſary, And he confeſſes, that 

ſearce any have deduced the Argument eſfectualhj from this place. But he 

faith one thing very obſervable, that if this place be extended to Remiſſion 

of Sins in Baptiſm, then it can never prove the neceſſity of Sacramental Con- 

feſſion. And Greg. de Valentia as plainly owns, that the Fathers aid ander- 8 . 

Hand it bf Baptiſm; he na mes S. Oprian, and S. Ambroſe; but Natali ceſſit. Corfelſ 

Alexander allows S Cyril of Alexandria to have ſo underſtood it; and ©:3. 

that Janſenius and Ferns followed him; but beſides theſe 8. Auguſtin Nat. Alex. 


interprets this place as S. Cyprian had done. For as S. Cyprian from 5%, agg 


hence infers the Power of Baptizing and granting Remiſſion of Sins in the Cyprian ad 


Guides of the Church; ſo S. Auguitia ſaith, the Churches Charity by the Jub. Ep. 73. 
Holy Gho#t looſes the Sins of thoſe who are her Members, aud retains the Sins Aug. in Joh. 
of thoſe who are not, And it may be obſerved, that whereas S. Matthew Tr. 121. 


ſpeaks ot the Power of Baytiæing granted to the Apoitles; S. Joln ins 
ſtead of that mentions this Power of remitting or retaining Sins, anc 


+ 


S. Mart and S. Lake ſpeak of Baptiſm; to which the one joins Sala. 5. Mark i 6 


tion, and the other Remiſſion of Sins, And therefore this ſeems to be 16. 

meant by our Saviour in the Words of S. John; and thus S. Peter ex- S. Luke 24. 
erciſed this Power of looſing on the converted Jews, Act. 2. 38. and his ““ 

Power of binding on Simon Magus, Act. 8. 21. | | 


peter Lombard carries S. Auguſtin's meaning farther, to the Power of Per. Lomb. 
Prieſts over the Sins of the Members of the Church; but then he li-“ + 2-18. © 
mits this Power, and makes it no more than declarative ; as I have | 
obſerved already; and for this he quotes a notable-paſſage of S8. Jerom, Hieron. in 
who ſaith, that Men are apt to aſſume too much to themſelves under pretence Matth. e. 16. 


of this Powter of the Keys, whereas God regards not the Sentence of the Prieits 


bat the Life of the Penitents, 


But Natalis Alexander thinks tles is no binding Power with. reſpect to 


Baptiſm; Was there not as to Simon Magus? And as long as every year 


the Church judged of the competency of Perſons for it? When Chriſt 
ſpake theſe words the Church was wholly to be ſormed, and it was a 
great Power lodged with the Apoftles and their Suoceſſors to admit into 
the Churoh, or to exclude from it, not as private Per ſons, n Au- 
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thority from Chriſt himſelf. But then this Power is vain and idle in 4 con. 
#ituted Church. By no means; they have ſtill a Power of caſting out 
and taking in again; and of impoling ſuch Acts on Offenders, as may 
give ſatisfaction to the Church, Whoſe Honour ſuffers, and whoſe Dif. 
cCipline is broken. But the queſtion is, Whether by Chriſt's appoint. 
ment under the Goſpel no known mortal Sin can be pardon'd to habt. 
ſed Perſons wit hout Confeſſion of it to a Prieſt * And whether theſe words 


of our Saviour do imply it ? | 
Scot. in .4. Scotus is by no means ſatisfied with Mens reaſoning out of this place 
P,. 7. 7. that becauſe Chriſt hath given ſuch a Power, therefore it is Mens Daty to con- 
unica. 3 8 3 | 
feſs their Sins; For, ſaith he, this only implies the uſefulneſs and efficacy 
this Power f it be made uſe of; as in Confirmation, none think themſely;s 
damned if they do not uſe it, though it be very uſeful; and therefore he goes 
another way to work, viz. by joining this Precept and that of loving God 
and our ſelves together with it. But how doth this prove that a Man ought 
to take this particular way? Truly, Scotus here ſhews his Subtilty. 
Suppoſe there be another rt. that is harder, and that be found more eaſie, be 
thinks a Man is bound to take the ſhorteſt and eaſieſt way, viz. by Confeſſion and 
Abſolutton. | 55 
But for all this his Heart did miſgive him, and he could not but ſee, 
that this proved nothing, unleſs this way of Confeſſion were firſt pro- 
ved to be a ſecure way. And therefore he puts the Caſe, hat if it be 
not proved by theſe Words, it may be by S. James, Confeſs your faults one to 
another. No, faith he, this will not do; for which he gives this Reaſon, 
that it holds no more for Confeſſion to a Prieiſt than to any other; therefore, af- 
ter all, he is willing to reſolve it into ſome anmritten J. radition, fince 
there was no convincing Evidence for it, either in this or any other 
place of Scriprure. Which ſhew'd they ran to Tradition, when they 
had nothing elſe to ſay. FS 
Bonav. in 4. Bonaventare denies that Chrit himſelf appointed the Confeſſion of Sins; 
D t. 17. 5:3: for which he gives this Reaſon, /e/t it ſhould prove an occaſion of ſinning; 
ne ex verbis Domini daretur aliquibus recidivandi occaſio; but afterwards 
he thinks the Apoſtles appointed it, and S. James publiſhed it - Which Scotus 
utterly denies. But to the place of S. John, Bonaventure faith it was not 
enongh to have it implied in the Prie#s Power, becauſe it being a harder Du- 
Bell. de Pen. ty than Abſolution, it requir d 4 more particular Command, Which was but 
{- 2.6. 12. reaſonably ſaid; eſpecially when Belarmine after others, urges, that it 


is one of the mo#t grievous and burthenſome Precepts ; but his Inference from 


it is very mean, that therefore it muſt have a divine Command to enforce it 
on the People; but Bonaventure's Argument is much ſtronger, that it 


ought. then to have been clearly expreſſed. But as to the Peoples 


yielding to it, other accounts are to be given of that afterwards. 

Alex, Sum. 3. Alexander Hales obſerves, that if Chriſt had intended a Command of Con- 
5 J. 18.num. feſſion, Joh. 20. it would have been expreſſed to thoſe who are to confeſs. and 
. art. 2. mot to thoſe whoare to abſolve; as he did to thoſe who were to be bapti ea) ohn }. 
Except a man be born of water, &c. ſo Chriſt would have ſaid, except 
a man confeſs his Sins, &c. and he gave the ſame Reaſons why Chriſt did not 

himſelf inſtitute it, which Bonaventure doth, who uſed his very Words. 
And now who could have imagined that the Council of Trent would 
have attempted to have made Men believe that it was the Senſe of the 
© Univerſal Ghurch that Chriſt inſtituted Confeſſion in John 20? When ſo 
many great Divines even of the Church of Rome ſo expreſſy denied it; as 

I have made appear from themſelves. „ 1 
| FY ut 
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or the Swen Sacraments. „ 9M 
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1 Zut now to give an account by 'what Seys and Degrees and on what 
ut 0ccafions this Aaricalar Confeion came into the Church, theſe rhings 
\ wall ti 2 T6 0177 468 VOL £2: aer CONTIONSY ort! 
0 1. In the firſt Ages, publiet ſcundalem Offenders, after Barbe, were 
= * . — 10 n * * „ F Gn EE , 4 > | 
K. by the Diſci pliue of the Church bron to pub lc ſ Penance; Which was 
7 called Exomologeſiy, which originally ntfies Confeſſon. And by this EY 
* eee, e og „% Bell. de Pen. 
1 Bellarmine ſaith, the Ancients underitvod either Confeſſion alone, or Joined 1. 
with the other pars ef Penance ; but Albuſpinens ſhews,” that it "was either | 
taken for the whole ' courſe of publick Penance, or for the laſt or ſolemn, Af of Albaſp. O. 


it, when the Biſhop led the Penitenty from the Entrance of the Church ap to 9 
the Body of the Congregation,” where they expreſſed thiir abhorrente of their 
Faults im the moſt penitem manner, by their Actions as well as by Words, 

80 that this was a real and publick Declaration of their Sorrow for their 
Sins, and not a Yerba! or Amriralar Cinfe flow of them, - The ſame is 
owned by La Cerda. But Boileau pretends, That it had not this Senſe til La Cerda 
ter the Novatian Herefie and the Death of Irenæus; and that before that 44%"). Sacr. 
rime'# ſignified Confeſſfon according to the Senfe of the Word in Scripture. 7; ce 
This'ſeerns'very ſtrange, when Harem him felf confeſſes, that Ter- Auric. c. 4. 
tullian uſes it for that part of Penance which is called Satiufaction ; and Bel. 2.72. 5 
lar mine grants it is ſo uſed both by Tertullian and Irene; when he faith Baron. 4 
the Woman ſeduced by Marcus, afterwards ſpent her days in Exumologeſi. 4:2: 53% 
What! in continual Confeſſun of her Sin'? No, but in Penitenria! Atts Iren. (1. eg. 
for it; and ſo Peravius underſtands it, both in Trenæus and Tertullian; Perav. Nor. 
aud he faith, #t did not conſiſt oply or prencipally in Words but in Attions, i. e. 2 Fpiphan. 
Ie was nothing of Kin to Auricglar Confeſſon, which is a part of Penance B. I. pu 
diſtinct from S 4 i. And to make theſe the ſame, were to con- publique 1 2 
ſound the Parts of the Sacrament of Penance, as the Council of Trent cb. 13. n. 9. 
© But: beſides this, there were ſeveral other Cirrumſtances, which do 
make an apparent difference between theſe Penirenrial Act: and the mo- 
dern Notion of Confeſſion. _ nn mw oe . 
1. The Rea«fon of them was different,” For, as Rigaltiws obſerves, gie lt. 105 fn 
the penitontia! Rigour was taken up after great Numbers were admitted into To. a Pan. 
the Church ; and a great Diſhonour was brought upon Chriſtianity by 
the Looſeneſs or Inconſtancy of thoſt*who profeſſed it. There were 
ſuch in 8. Paul's time in the Churches of Corinth, and elſewhere; but 
although he gives Rules about ſuch, en he mentions no other than 
auoiding or excommunicating the gailty erſons, and upon due Sorrow 
and Repentance receiving them in again; but he impoſes no neceſſity 
of -Pwblith or Private Confeſſion in order to Remiſſion. much leſs of every 
kind of mortal Sin, 'though it be but the breach of the tenth Com- 
mapdment, as the Council of Trent doth ; yet this had been neceſſary 

in caſe he had thought, as that declares, that God will not forgive upon 

other terms, And fo much the rather, becauſe the Evangeliſts had ſaid 

nothing of it; and now Churches begin to fill, it wasabſolutely neceſ- 
ſary fo hin to lia ve declared it, if it Were a neceſſary Condition of Par- 
don for Sins after Baptiſm. But although the Apofties had given no 

Rules about it, yet the Chriſtian Church ſuffering ſo extremely by 

the Reproaches caſt upon them, they reſolved, as far as it Vaspabke, 

to take care to prevent any ſcandalous Offences among them. To this 
end, the Actions of all Perſons who profeſſed themſelves Chriſtians 
were narrowly watched; and their Faults, l ſuch as were 
ſcandalous, cem plained of; and then if they confeſſed them, or they 
. 3 Were 
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were convicted of them, a ſevere and rigorous Diſcipline was to be 
undergone by them before they were reſtored to Communion > that 
their Enemies might ſee how far the Chriſtians were from encourg. 
ping ſuch Enormities as they were accuſed of. They were charged 

th Thyeſtian Suppers and promiſcuous mixtures; whereas, any Perſons 
among them who were guilty of Homzcide.or Adultery, were diſchar. 
ged their Society, and for a great while not admitted upon any Terms; 
and afterwards, upon very rigorous and ſevere Terms, And beſides 
theſe, to preſerve the Purity of their Religion in times of Perſecution 
they allowed no Compliance with the Gentil Iaolatry; and any tendeney 
to this, was looked upon as a degree of Apoſtacy, and cenſured accord. 
ingly. And about theſe three ſorts of Sins, the ſeverity of the Primi. 


tive Diſcipline was chiefly exerciſed ; which ſhews, that it proceeded 


upon quite different grounds from thoſe of the Council,of Trent about 
e, , 1 i bs Ee 
2. The Method of proceeding was very different; for here was no 
toties quoties allow'd; that Men may fin, and confeſs, and be abſol- 
ved; and then ſin the ſame Sin again, and receive Abſolution in the 
ſame manner, The Primitive Church knew nothing of this way of 
dealing with Sinners upon Confeſſiun. If they were admitted once toit 


that was all. So Pamelius himſelf grants, and produces ſeveral Teſti- 


monies of Fathers for it; and ſo doth- Albaſpineus and Petavius. Dare 
any ſay this is the Senſe of the Church of Rome about Confeſſion, that 


a Man cannot be received a ſecond time to confeſ and be abſolved from 


the ſame Sin? How then can they pretend any Similitude between their 
Confeſſion and the ancient Exomolqgeſis? Beſides, none ever received 4b- 


ſolution from the Ancient Church till full Satigfaction performed, But 


in the Church of Rome, Abſolution is given before Satisfaction; and al- 
though ſome have complained of this, as a great Abuſe; yet they have 
been ſharply anſwer'd, that it i to call in queſtion the Conduct of the 
Church for To hundred years; and they may as well queſtion many other 


things, whith depend upon the Authority of the preſent Church. 


om 


Conc. Illiber. 
Sc. 1, 2, 3,9 


pline of the Ancient Church, which will 


3. The Obligation to Confeſſion is very different from what it was in 
the ancient Evangeliſts. Now by the Doctrine of the Church of Rome, 
a Perſon looks on himſelf as bound in Conſcience to confeſs every mortal 
Sin; but in the Ancient Church none can imagine that Perſons were 
bound to undergo the Exomologeſis for every mortal Sin, there bein 
no Pexitential Canons which aid ever require it; but they had reſ 
to ſome particular Sins, and the Penance was proportion d to them. 

We ought to take notice of two Things with reſpect to the Diſci- 
ew the different Notion it 
had of theſe things, from.what is now current in the Church of 
N : | 1 7 | 

1. That it did not exclude thoſe from all hopes of Salvation whom 
it excluded from Penance; as may be ſeen in the Illiberitan Council, 
where many are wholly ſhut out from the Church, whom we cannat 
think they thought uncapable of Salvation. From whence it follows, 
that they did not look on Confeſſion and Abſolution as a neceſſary Con- 
dition of Salvation; but now in the Church of Rome they allow Con- 
feſſion to all, becauſe they think they cannot otherwiſe be in a ſtate of 
Salvation in an ordinary way. But in the Ancient Church they could 
not look on the deſire of Confeſſion as neceſſary, for to what purpoſe 
ſhould they make that neceſſary when they deſired the thing? But in 


he 


latimation in him that ever 
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the Church of Rome, they make the Deſire neceſſary, becauſe they 
hold rhe Thing it ſelf to be fo, if there be Means * ve it 

2. That the Penitential Canons never extended, in the Primitive 
Church, to all thoſe Sins which the Church of Rome now accounts Ar- 
;xl, and therefore neceſſary to be confeſſed, The Council of Trent faith 
expreſly, they muſt confeſs omnia & ſingula peccata mortalia— etiam 
eculta — and an Anathema is denounced againſt him that denies it to 
he neceſſary to Remiſſion of them. Now if we conſider their Notion 


De Penit. 
can. 7: 


of mortal Sins, we ſhall eaſily diſcern the vaſt difference between the 


Obligation to Confeſſion by the Council of Trent, and by the old Peni- 
zential Canons, For mortal Sins are not only all voluntary Acts com- 
mitted againſt the known Laws of God, but againſt the Laws of the 
Church; and even venial Sins may become mortal by the Diſpoſition 
of the Perſon, and by other Circumſtances, which the Ca ſuiſts ſet down 
atlarge. Now the Council of Trent doth expreſly oblige Men, not only 
to relate the Acts them ſelves, but all Circumſtances which change the kind 
of Sin, And this is racking the Conſciences of Men far beyond hat- 
ever we find in the old Penitential Canons; for, Petavins confeſſes that 
that many Sins nom accounted mortal, had no Penance appointed for them by ” ©, 
the old Canons; and therefore I need not take any pains to prove it: Epiph 9.238: 
If any one hath a mind to be ſatisfied, he may ſee it in Gregory Nyſſen's 
Canonical Epiſtle, where he owns that ſeveral of thoſe Sins, for which Greg. Nyſſ. 
the Scripture excludes from the Kingdom of Heaven, have no Canonical Epiſt. ad Let. 
Penance. preſcribed them by the ancient Canons of the Church. Which 5. 
ſhews a mighty difference from the Rule of the Council of Trent. 

The moſt plauſible place in Antiquity brought for all mortal Sin, is 
that of S. Cyprian, where he faith, hat ſome confeſſed their very Thoughts, Cypr. de lay- - 
though they had not proceeded» to actual Sin. It is true, that he doth ſpeak þ, u. 23. 
of ſome ſuch ; but was it for Sins of Thought againſt the tenth Com- 
mand? No; but it is very plain, that he ſpeaks of that Sin which was 
thought to imply a renouncing Chriſtianity, and S. Cyprian elſewhere 
calls ſummum delictum, andithe Sin againſt the Holy Ghoſt,, viz. conſent- 


* * 


ing to any Act of Gentle Tdolatryz and yet S. Cyprian had much ado Cypr. E. io. 


to perſuade thoſe who were actually, guilty to ſubmit to due Penance for 
it; but they obtained Tickets from the Confeſſors, and were admitted 
to Communion without undergoing the Diſcipline of the Church, the 
Conſequence whereof would be, that the Diſcipline would be loſt, and 
the Churcttover-run with Apoſtates; this Aal S. Cyprian plead hard 
againſt ſuch practices, and among other Arguments he uſes this of the 
great Tenderneſs of ſome, who, becauſe they had entertained ſuch 
Thoughts of doing as others did, for their own Safety, they offer d to 
unburthen their Conſciences before them, and deſired Remedy for 
ſmall Wounds; how much more ought they to confeſs their Faults 
whoſe Wounds are greater? This is the whole Force of his Reaſoning ; 
where the Thought and Act relate to the ſame Sin; and that ſaid to 
be no leſs than denying Chriſt, and (inning againſt the Holy Ghoſt, But 
there is no parity. in the Caſe of other Sins; which even S. Cyprian 
calls minora delicta, being againſt Men immediately; and there is no Cypr. Ep. 12, 
| iat e Thoughts of thoſe Sins were diſcove- 
red, oc that Perſons were under any Obligation by the Rules of the 
Church to do itt... Tx N 


2. Private Offenders were , adviſed, in thoſe firſt Ages, for 
the Eaſe of their Conſeientes to make Confeſſion, of their Sins; of which 
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we ſee an Inſtance, as to the Practice, in one Caſe in S. Cypriaz's time 


And Tertullian compares ſuch Perſons who avoid it, to thoſe who have 


ſuch ſecret Ulcers that they chuſe rather to periſh than to diſcover then 
Now in Caſes of this Nature he adviſes to Confeſſion, and publick peni. 


tential AF, that ſo they may in the Judgment of the Church have the 


Orig. in Le- 
vit. Hom, 2. 
in Plal. 37, 
Hom. 2. 

in Luc, Hom. 
17. 


Hiſt. Confeſ]. 
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Wounds of their Conſciences healed. And this is that which Origen 
doth adviſe to in ſuch Caſes, to ſeek out 4 wiſe ſpiritual Phyſician, and 1; 
make known his inward Diſtemper to him, and to follow his Advice and Di. 
rection, as to the Method of Cure. Now this we never oppoſe; but the 
only Queſtion is, whether it be neceſſary for all Perſons, and for every 
mortal Sin, to make Confeſſion of it to the Prieſt, that it may be forgiv. 
en: and Origen never once ſuppoſes this; for he mentions ſeveral 
other ways for the Remiſſion of Sins after Baptiſm, by Martyrdom, by 
Alms, by forgiving and converting others, by great Love to God, and in 
the laſt place he brings in this of 4 Laborious Penance and Confeſſion. Ei- 
ther the former ways are ſufficient without this, or not; if they are, 
then this is not neceſſary to the Remiſſion of all mortal Sins; if not, to 
what purpoſe doth he mention ſo many ways, when this one is ſuffi 
cient without them, and all thoſe are inſufficient without this ? For 
Boileau confeſſes, that no mortal Sins according to them can be remitted 
where there is not at leaſt the deſire of this. But Origen ſhews the diffe- 
rent ways of obtaining Remiſſion, or elſe he doth not anſwer the diff- 


culty; which was, that the Jews had ſeveral ſorts of Sacrifices for the 


Expiation of Sins, to which we have none anſwerable under the Goſpol, Tes, 


faith Origen, Baptiſm anſwers to one ſort, Martyrdom to another, Alms to 


4 third, &c. and laſt of all, Penance to the Offering baked in the Frying- 
Pan. From whence it is plain, that he looked on this as one particu- 
lar way proper to ſome Caſes, and not as a general Method for the 
Remiſſion of all mortal Sins. But he urges, hat Origen quotes Scri- 
pture for the Confeſſion of Sins, as neceſſary, Hom. 2. in Pſal. 37. But 
what Scripture? Even the Words of the Pſalmiſt, I will confeſs my Ini- 
quity. And was Confeſſion to a Prieſt neceſſary under the Law? How 
then can thoſe Words prove it neceſſary under the Goſpel ? Although 


therefore Origen might think it very convenient in ſome Caſes for Pe- 


zitents to unload their Conſciences by Confeſſion to a Spiritual Phyſ- 
cian, yet we find no proof of any neceflity of it, as to all mortal Sins. 
It is confeſſed, that publick Faults, either confeſſed or proved, had 
publick Penance appointed for them by the Penitential Canons; but 
Boileau, after Arnauld, pleads, that even Secret Sins being mortal, were 
not thought remiſſible by the Keys o the Church, withoat publick Penance. 
But this can never be proved to have been the Dockrine of the Ancient 
church, and it is unreaſonable to ſuppoſe ; for then, all Perſons muſt 
have undergone publick Penance who had any mortal Sin, and it 
muſt have been frequently born by the ſame Perſons, both which are 
inconſiſtent with the Ancient Diſcipline, But they ſaw there was no 
other way to maintain the Neceſſity of Confeſſion, but by this. For 
they could find none but public Penance, and that by the Penitential 
Canons was preſcribed only for ſome particular ſcandalous Sins; and 
therefore they fanſied, that Perſons Who committed other faults, 
were bound to confeſs them privately,, und to undergo publick Pe- 
nance for them. I do not deny, but me great Penitents, for ſecret 


Faults, would of their own accord ſubmir-to+the+publick Diſcipline; 


but this was a voluntary Att in them, that by this means they 2 
Kay aſſure 
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aſſure themſelves the more of the ſincerity of their own Repentance; 


and it being looked on as an Act of Humility and Piet), it made it go 
down the better with Voluntary Penitents. 8 

3 For the fake of ſuch Voluntar) Penitents in great Churches, whoſe 
Caſes required particular and private Examination and Direction, there 
was a Penitentiary appointed, whoſe Office it was to receive their Con- 
feſſious, and to direct and order the Method of their Penance. Of this 
we have a famous Inſtance in the Church of Conſtantinople, in the time 
of Aectarius, about which ſo much hath been taken for different pur- 
poſes. That which ſeems molt propable to me, is, that the Peniten- 


iar) was appointed to examin and judge of ſuch Peretential Cauſes 


which were brought before him, (not being notorious,) and to give 
ſentence according to the Canons; bur eſpecially of Voluntary Confeſſi- 
ons of Perſons, whoſe Conſciences were oppreſſed with the Guilt of 
Secret Sins; and to thoſe he was to appoint Penance without revealing 
their Faults. Where the Facts were notorious and ſcandalous, I ſuppole 


the ancient Diſcipline of the Church (part whereof is to be ſeen in the p. C4. 
Canonical Epiitles) to have ſtill continued at Conſtantinople, as well as non. Vol. 2. 


in other Churches. But there were many private miſcarriages, where- 


in great Prudence and Judgment was required, both to determine the 
Penance, and to manage it fo, that it did not break out into an open 
Scandal. And for Caſes of this Nature the Penitentiary was appoint- 


ed; to whom all Perſons might, reſort in private caſes, and open their 


Conſciences to him, and take his Directions how to perform their 
Penitential Acts. So it was with that Perſon of Quality at Conſtanti- 
nople, who gave occaſion to the aboliſhing the Office of Penitentiary, 
both there, and in all the Eaſtern Churches. She firſt went to the Pe- 
nitentiary, as a voluntary Peniteat, and confeſſed her Faults to him; and 


took his directions; and while the was performing her Penance in the 


Church, the Fact was commitred with the Deacon, which ſhe after- 
wards confeſſed to the Penitentiary. Who being enraged at the Deacon, 
in probability through his delire to have him puniſhed, the Fact came 
to be diſcovered, and the People to be highly offended: And it is not 


reaſonable to ſuppoſe that the Pezizcztiary put her upon a publick Con- 


feſion of her ſecret fault; but that it came out by his means; and 
therefore Nectarius thought fit no longer to put ſuch a Truſt into any 


Man's hand, which through his diſcovery might redound to the Diſ- 


honour of the Church, as that did. | 
What the Effect was of aboliſhing this Office, is the great Queſtion, 
whether the taking away publick or private Confeſſion, If the Hiſtorians 


may be believed, it was the Neceſſity of making any Confeſſion at all in ſe- 


cret; for the Right of receiving ſuch Confeſſions, was devolved upon 
the Penttentiary.; therefore when his Office was put down, where the 
Caſe was not notorious, every one uſt be left to his own Conſcience ; and 


that both Socrates and Sogomen affirm was the conſequence of it. If Socr. j 92 


onely public Confeſſion was taken away, as ſome imagine, a ſecret Con- c. 19. 
feſſiow was ſtill continued, how was it poſſible for the Hiſtorians to mi- Soz. l. 7. 


ſtake the matter ſo groſly, by making that the conſequence of it? For, 
is every man left to his own Conſcience, where he is bound to go to Con- 
feſſion before he partakes of the Euchariſt? And why ſhould publick 
Penance be taken away on this occaſion, where there ſeems to have 
been none; for that Perſon underwent no public Penance upon her for- 
mer Confeſſion, for then her Penance would not have been done in the 

| | Bbbb 2 | Charch, 
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Church, but out of it, among the Penitents. But as the former was 


voluntary, ſa was the latter too; for here was no Accuſer but her 
ſelf; and for what Reaſon ſhould publick and ſolemn Penance for no. 
torious Crimes, be taken away for the ſake of the diſcovery of a Secret 
Confeſſion ? Whether the puniſhment of the Deacon were the Occaſion 
of its coming out, or whatever it was, it ſeems evident to me, that 
ſhe was not obl;ged to any publick Confeſſion; becauſe Sozomes faith 
the Penitentiary was choſen for his Gravity, Silence and Wiſdom ; but what 
Silexce was there, if the —_ were to be made publick? And on 
the other fide, it is impoſſible to conceive, that if all Perſons were 


then obliged to confeſs all mortal Sins after Baptiſm, that one Peniten. 


ziary ſhould be ſufficient in ſo vaſt a City as that of Conſtantinople was, 
Therefore I think it moſt probable, that the caſe of aotorions and ſean- 
daloas Offenders ſtood as it did, and fo continued in S. Chryſoftow's time; 
but this Office of Penitentiary relating to voluntary and ſecret Offenders 
was taken away becauſe a greater Scandal came to the Church by the 
diſcovery, when ſuch a publick Diſgrace made the Fact become noto- 
rious. And ſo this Act of Neclarius, in taking away the Penitentiarys 
Office, and the Approbation of it by other Churches 83 the Ex- 
ample, evidently proves, that they did not look on Confeſſion of ſecret 
Sins, as neceſſary to the Remiſſion of them. 

4 As the taking away the Penitentiary's Office ſhewed the Senſe of 
the Church at that time againſt the Neceſſity of Confeſſion in order to Par- 
don, ſo it did likewiſe in order to the partaking of the Euchariſt. For 
Socrates ſaith, that Eudzmon gave that Counſel to Nectarius, that he 
ſhould remove the Penitentiary, and give every one leave to paſs Judgment 
on himſelf in his own Conſcience, and ſo to partake of the Myſteries, The 
ſame is affirmed by Sagomen. Which reſpects not the publict Diſcipline 
about Notorious Offenders, but the private Applications made by ſcru- 
pulous perſons and ſecret Offenders to the Penitentiary in order to à 
right preparation for the Euchariſt. And it is very probable, that it 
was then believed by many, that they could not be duly fitted for that 
Sacrament, unleſs they had firſt unburthened their Conſciences by a vo- 
luntary Confeſſion to the Penitentiary, and followed his Directions. But 
this Office being taken away, the Queſtion now is, whether it were 
thought neceſſary to confeſs privately to any other? The Council of 


Concil, Trid. Trent declares, that Sacramental Confeſſion is neceſſary to a worthy parta- 
Seſſ. 13. c. 7. ing of the Euchariſt, to every one that is conſcious to himſelf of any mortal 


Can, 11. 


ſin; and whoſoever holds the contrary is declared excommunicate ipſo facto. 
But theſe Hiſtorians plainly deny it, and they are juſtified by S. Chry- 
ſoitom, who ſpeaks to the very Caſe; not about Catechumens, but ſuch 
as would fit themſelves for the Holy Euchariſt. And he ſeveral times 
declares, that a man needs not reveal his to any but to God alone, in 
order to it. Nothing can be more Emphatical than what he faith to 


Ad v8 p 5 Ila. E. that purpoſe. For this Cauſe S. Paul ſaith. Let 4 man 
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poſition of thoſe words of S. Paal. Than which nothing can be more 


would rather loſe his life than give that Sacrament to 


changed]; ſince he declares fo much Reſo 
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for Auricular Confeſſion. 
But leſt this ſhould be thought one of thoſe ſudden eloquent hears 
which Petavius ſaith, are hardly capable of good ſenſe, if too Firidtly exa- 


wined; we find him very coolly delivering the ſame Doctrine in his Ex- os, — 


p. 224. 
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inconſiſtent with the Doctrine and Practiceiof the Church of Rome, which 
makes Confeſſion of our Sins to a Prieſt a neceſſary Preparation for the 
Euchariſt, Catharinus ſaith, that if the Church had not limited the time, yet Cathar e Ca- 

Perſon would be bound to confeſs to a Prieſt, as often as he communicas- jetin p. 433. 


ted. And although he knew no mortal ſin by himſelf, yet he would deſerve 


the ſevereſt Cenſure for not confeſſing, becauſe he took upon him to be his own al 
Judge. Can any thing be more contrary to S. Chryſoſtom than this? Hit. Confeſſ. 
Boileau confeſſes, that S. Chryſoſtom doth not here refer at all to Confeſſion Auric. aol. 


104 Prieſt; then it follows, that he thought it not neceſſary to right 


participation of the Holy Euchariſt. Here he ſpeaks not of daily Exa- 
mination of Conſcience by the Faithful; but of the ſolemn Judgment of 
Conſcience by way of due Preparation; and ſo juſtifies the Fact of Ne- 
Aerius in taking away the Penitentiaries Office, But we are not to ſup- 
poſe ſo great and fo.zealous a Man would have done it againſt his Con- 
{cience, as he muſt, if he ſtill thought Confeſſion to 4 Fri neceſſary; and 
he doth not ſay, they need not go now to the Penitentiary, but that they 
need not diſcloſe their ſins to any. Not to a maltitade, nor in a theatrical 
manner, as ſome expound it; but to none but God, which excludes the 


the knowledge of a ſingle Prieſt, as well as of a great number. I need 


not inſiſt on the other places in St. Chryſoſtom to that purpoſe, ſince 
theſe are ſuificient for my deſign. | 0 | 
caſian was a Diſciple of S. Chyyſoftom, and he ſuppoſes Confeſſon to C gag: Cal. 
God alone to be ſufficient for Remiſſion of Sin, where mere modeſty hinders lat. 26.c. 3. 
men from confesſing to men. Boileau anſwers, that he doth not ſpeak of Bit. Confeſ 
Sucramental Confesſion made to Prieſts ; but of an Aſcetick Confesfion among Aurie. b. 18. 
the Monks. But he ſpeaks of a Confeſſion to God as ſufficient for Re- . 2v6. 
miſſion of Sins, and therefore muſt exclude the Wees of any other. 
5. After the taking away the Penitentiary*s Office, the pablick Diſcipline 
of the Church, as to open and ſcandalous Offenders continued for ſome 
time in the Eaſtern as well as the Weſtern Churches. No one ſpeaks more 
fully to this than S. Chryſoſtom; which makes me wonder at thoſe who 
ſay the pablick Penance was taken away by Nectarius, for in his 82. Ho- 
mily on S. Matthew, towards the Concluſion he inſiſts very much upon it; 
and not only charges the People not to come with'their fins upon them ; 
but he . to thoſe who miniſtred, to deny the Eucharilt to open Offen- 
ders, And he faith, it would be charged as a great Fault upon them, if they 
knew ſuch and permitted them to communicate. But how ſball we know them? 
1 ſpeak not, ſaith he, of thoſe who are not, but of thoſe who are known ; and 
if any ſuch did thruſt themſelves in, he bids them not be afraid to deny them; 
and if they dur# not, he tells them, they ſhould bring them to him, and he 
Feb unworthi receivers. 
But ſtill he faith he ſpeaks of open and notorious Offenders. Which ſhews 
plainly, that even S. Chry/oſfom never RE the pablick Diſcipline was 
ution to maintain it. And 
pu could not be ſpoken by him while he was a Presbyter at Antioch, 
ut after he came to the See of Conſtantinople. There was no doubt 
ſome alteration as to the Penitents, after the taking away the Peniten- 
tary; but it was no more than his Office was concerned in. The old 
Penttential Canons remained ſtill in force and were executed, as Occaſion 
| were 
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ſerved; as appears by the Canons in Trullo ſo long after S. Chryſoft;y, 
time which refer to them. If all the pablick Diſcipline had been laid a. 
fide ſo long before, to what purpoſe do thoſe Biſhops ſpeak of them, as 


if they were ſtill in force? See Canon 44, 46, $2, 54, 87. In the laſt 8 


indeed they leave it to thoſe who had the Power of binding and looſing to ten. 
per the ſeverity of the Canons as they ſhould judge convenient ; but doth it 
hence follow, that the ancient Diſcipline as to publick Offenders was de. 
ſtroy*d ? S. Chryſo#om himſelf ſeveral times mentions thoſe who wer 
in the ſtate of Pezitents and the Prayer that was made for them; to 
what purpoſe, in caſe the whole Order of Penitents was taken away? 
He likewiſe ſpeaks of the charge for the Penitents to go out. What a 
mockery were this, if there were no publick Diſcipline then left? And left 
it ſhould be ſaid, that theſe things were Fg: by him at Antioch, before the 
fact of NeQtarius, I have ſhew'd already that the latter Homilies on 8. 
Matthew were made by him at Conſtantinople ; and in his Litargy there 
uſed the diſmiſſion of the Penitents was continued. 

6. While the publick Diſcipline was kept in the ſeveral Churches none 
were injoyned to undergo it, but oper and publick Offenders, The E. 
vidence being ſo clear in Aztiquity for the public Pezance of thoſe who 
were bound to give the Church ſatisfaction before they receiv d Abſola- 
tion from it; there was a neceſſity found by ſome learned Men of the 
Roman Communion to ſet up a new Hypotheſis viz. that by the Ancient 
Rules of the Church all Perſons conſcious to themſelves of ſecret ſins were 
bound to undergo publick Penance for the Remiſſion of their ſins, The occa. 
ſion of the debate was this. Some in the Church of Rome held ng 
more neceſſary in caſe of mortal Sin to prepare men for Communion thay 
Confeſſion to a Prieſt and Abſolution; others ſaw the fatal C onſequence of 
this, and therefore inſiſted on the Neceſſity of Penance ; both Parties made 
their Appeal to the Ancient Church; and both were miſtaken, For, on 
the one ſide, there was no ſuch Doctrine then held that Confeſſion and 
Abſolution did ſufficiently prepare Perſons for the Eachariſt; and on the 
other, there was no good Evidence that any were enjoyned publick Pe- 
nance for ſecret faults. But in the Caſe of ſuch fins, the Confeſſion was 
left to God in Secret; and a true and hearty Contrition for them was 
thought the beſt as well as moſt neceſſary Preparation for the Euchariſt, 

Monſr. Arnauld faw well enough that without his Fhporheſis, it was 
impoſſible to prove the Neceſfity of Confeſſion in the Antient Church; tor 
he yields that the Church did not uſe the Power of the Keys but in Pub- 
lick, On the other hand, Petavius urges, that on the ſame Ground that 
they would reduce, as they pretended, the Ancient Diſcipline they maſt make 
many other alterations in the Church, and ſo juitifie the Reformers, But 
Monſr. Arnauld was defective in his Proofs, as Petaviws at large ſhews ; 
not when he proves that the Penance was publick; but that all Perſons 
under mortal fins were bound to undergo it. For Petavizs makes it 
appear, that all ſuch as are accounted mortal ſins in the modern ſenſe, 


cre 


were nor then thought neceſſary to be expiated by paublick Penance; 


I. 6. c. 2, Ge. 


Morin. Com. 
de Pænit. 
4. 10. 6. 17. 


Theod. Vind. 
p. 61, Sc. 


but only ſuch as were aotorious and ſcandalous, and he at large an- 
ſwers all Monſr. Arnauld's Arguments. Notwithſtanding which 


Morinus took up Monſr. Arnauld's Opinion, and without any colour 
charges it on Theoaore Archbiſhop of Canterbury, that he firſt in his 
Penitential appointed publick Penance to be only for publick Offences. 


But the learned Editor of the Ai/tra# of Theodore's Penitential, hath 
hath fully vindicated him in this matter. ö 
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this pablick Penance, 


as to any ancient Tradition eirher in the Eaſtern or Weſtern Church. 


w 


8 <= * ; - 


5 is for Auricular Confelſim. 2” FT) by 1 509 | 


2 a." Fa * oo * 


But after theſe Boileau reſumes the Opinion of Monſr. Arn guld, And 


E 


lays it for the Foundation of his Hiſtory of Auricular Confeſſion. But 1111 Confeſſ.. 
he grants, that: all the ſolemn and ceremonial Penance, impoſed by the Pe- Aurie. c. 2. 
nitential Canons, did not extend to all kind of mortal ſins, but chiefly to Ido. 
lum, Adultery and Homicide"; but this he inſiſts upon, thar ſome pare of 
»VIZ. 1 from the Communion, was inflicted on 
Perſons guilty of ſecret mortal ſins. But this will by no means do his bu- 
ſineſs ; for he is to prove that uo ſecret mortal ſin could be forgiven with. 
out Confeſſion to a Prie# ; and that all perſons were required by the an- 
cient Church, in caſe they were conſcious to themſelves of any ſuch 


fins, to make them known, and to undergo publick Penance for them, 


before they could obtain Remiſſion of them. We do not deny that Per- 
ſons under Trouble of Conſcience for ſecret ſins, were from time to 
time adviſed to reſort to their Guides, to make known their Caſes to 
them, and to rake their Directions; we do not deny that ſuch Perſons 
might be required by ſuch Guides to withdraw themſelves from joining 
in the moſt ſolemn Acts of publick Communion till they had manifeſted 
the Sincerity of their Repentance, by Faſting, and Prayers, and other 
Penitential Acts; we do not deny, that ſome of theſe Perſons might either 
by Advice or of their own Accord join themſelves with the publick Peni- 
tente, as is well known in the Caſe of Fabiola at Rome, ſo much magnifi- 
ed by S. Jerom; but this is the thing we deſire to ſee proved, that no 
fin whatſoever of a mortal Nature (as it is defined in the Church of Rome) 
was then thought capable of Remiſſion by the penitential Acts of the Par- 
ty, (eſpecially by true Contrition) without Confeſſion to a Prieſt and Ab. 
ſolution from him. And this is the true fate of the Caſe; and I can 
find nothing produced by him to this purpoſe which deſerves to be 


_ 


conſider d. | 3 HOES. _— . Baſe #546 

7. As the pablick Diſcipline declined, Perſons, were, exhorted to make 
private W of their Sins i if they could not be brought to pablick 
Penance, Thence in the Greet Church came the Penitentials of Johan- 
nes Jejunator (who firſt took upon himſelf the Title of Oecamenical Pa- 9 
iriarch, in the time of Mauritia to the great Offence of the Biſhops of 


Rome) and of ſome others after him. 


Morinus grants that there was a great Alteration in the Greek Church John Morin: 
about this Matter; he thinks it began with the Buſineſs of the Penitin- 7% ee 
tary; but after the publick Diſcipline was diſuſed, inſtead of that, he * * FRE 
faith, came up a ſecret Confeſſion and Penance; which was left to the | 
Honeſty and Piety of the Penitent, and not required by any Canonical c. 23. v. 1, 2; 
Authority among them; and fo he ſaith, ir continued from the time of 
Ne#arins to this Day, as to the People. So that we have a plain Con- 
feſſion from him, that there is no Rule in the Greet Church requiring 


this ſecrer Confeſſion of Sins in order to the forgiveneſs of them. But it is 


obſervable concerning the modern Greeks, that if Perſons do make Con- 
feſion among them, they think themſelves obliged to keep to the old 
Penitential Canons, and blame Joh. Jejunator for receding from them; 
for Simeon of Theſſalonica ſaith, they had them from the Fathers, and the 
Fathers by Tradition down from the Apoſtles. But although they are there- 
in miſtaken, yet they ſhew how different their Tradition is from that 
of the Roman Church, which thinks it ſelf under no ſuch Obligation, 
but allows Abſolultion to be granted upon Conſeſion, and a right of 
Communion without Penance performed, for which there is no colour, 
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In the Weitern Church we find the publick Diſcipline fallen to de. 
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cay in the ninth Age, and Charles the Great ſummoning, ſeveral Councils 
for putting things into as good an Order as they would then bear. In 


the ſecond Council of Cavillon, A. D. 813. we find'a Complaint, Can; 
25. that the old Canonical Penance was genertlly diſuſed; and neither the 
ancient Order of Excommunicating or Aſolving ma obſerved, Which 
is a plain and ingenuous Acknowledgment that they had gone off from 
the ancient Tradition of the Church; and therefore they pray the Em- 
peror's Aſſiſtance, that the public Diſcipline might be reſtored for publick 
Offenders, and the ancient Canons brought into uſe again. From whence 
it follows, that at that time notorious Offenders eſcap'd with private 
Confeſſion and Penance ; and even that was done by halves, car. 32. 


and ſome thought it not neceſſary to do it at all, . 3. And upon 


 Aurie.. c. 25. nied Confeſſion to Men to be neceſſary ; but he ſaith, they were Adverſaries 


N. 3. 
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this Occaſion, they do not declare it neceſſary for the*Remiſſion of Sins 
to confeſs even the moſt ſecret mortal Sins to a Prieſt; but very fairly 


Tay, that both are uſeful ; for C onfeſſion to Godipurgeth the Sin; and to the 


Prieſt, teaches men how their ſins may be purged. For. God, who is the Author 
and Giver of Health, giveth it often by the Operation of his Power, and often 
by the means of Phyſictans, 4 * 


* 


Boileau yields, that there were ſome then in the Roman Church, who de. 
and Rebels, This had been a good Anſwer, if the Council had called 
them fo ; which it doth not," _ | ) 

aoth often forgive ſin immediately without the Prieſt's Interpoſition, or elſe 
the latter Clauſe ſignifies nothing. And the molt it faith before, is, 
that Cenfeſſion to a Prieſt, & uſeful in the Church; which is not the thing 
diſputed by us, but the Neteſlity of it; and his Critical Obſervations 
of Utramque ſignifie juſt nothing, unleſs he had proved that the Coun- 
ci] had before ſaid that both were neceſſary, which it doth not. He 
doth not deny, that the Opinion of the Sufficiency of Confeſſion to God 
alone did continue in the Charch to the time of the Council of Lateran, and 
that it gave Occaſion to the Canon, which enforced the Neceſſity of a Confeſſion 
to 4 Prieſt ; but he adds, that learned and pious Men map have falſe Opi- 
nions before the Judgment of the Church. So that at laſt we find Univer- 
al Tradition is given up, and the Neceſſity of Auricular Confeſſion is re- 
folved into the Authority of the Roman Church's Definition, or rather, 


the Pope's Declaration of it, either with or without the Conſent of the 


Lateran Council. But he faith, The Fathers did not ſpeak ſs exattly of the 
Trinity before the Council of Nice; nor the Greek Fathers of Grace and Pre. 
deſtination before S. Auguſtin. If this be true, it is impoſſible to prove 


either of thoſe great Points merely by Tradition; for thoſe Fathers 


either delivered the Senſe of the Church, or they did not; if they de- 
livered the Serife of the Church, then either the Senſe of the Church 
was doubtful, or they did not underſtand it; if the Senſe of the Church 
were doubtful, then it is plain thoſe Doctrines could not be proved by 
Tradition; if the Senſe of the Church were not doubtful, but the Fa 
thers did not underſtand it, then how is it poſſible that the Church's 
Tradition ſhould be an Infallible Guide, when even the Fathers of the 
Church were miſtaken about it? Bur I have ſufficient ly proved, that 


not only before, but even after the Council of Lateran there was no 


Univerſal Tradition for the Neceſſity of Auricular Confeſſion. A 
Be i OBA. AEN. 


n the contrary declares, That God 
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AxswE R to ſome late Pass AGES of J. W. 


of the Society of Jeſus, concerning the Prohibi- 


tion of Scripture in Vulgar Languages by the 


Council of Trent. 


Ince. the Publication of the foregoing Book, I have met with a 
Reflexion upon it made by J. V. in the Preface to a Treatiſe 
F lately Reprinted by him. Wherein, he obſerves that a great part 


of the Objections made againſt them are either grounded on miſtakes, or touch 


points of Diſcipline not of Faith, which alone they are bound to defend. 
This laſt Clauſe I could not but wonder at, ſince the new Title of his 
Book is, A Defence of the Doctrine and Holy Rites of the Roman Catho- 
lick Church, &c. Why ſhould 7. V. take ſuch needleſs pains to de- 
fend the Rites of the Church, if they are bound to defend nothing but 
Points of Faith? I had thought the Honour and Authority of the 
Church had been concerned in its Commands and Prohibitions , as 
well as in its Definitions and Decrees. And although it be not pretend- 
ec, that the Church is Infallible in Matters of Diſcipline ; yet it is a 
ſtrong Prejudice againſt any pretence to Infallibility in a Church, if it 


be found to err notoriouſly in any thing of general Concernment to the 


Catholick Church. | | 

But how comes my late Book to be made. an Example? Ar for in- 
ſtance, ( faith he) I find in a Book newly Publiſbed, with this Title, The 
Council of Trent Examin'd and Diſprov'd by Catholick Tradition, hat 
for 15 Pages together Dr. St. labours to prove that there is no Catholick 
Tradition againſt Tranſlating Scripture into Vulgar Languages. Whereas 
l expreſly ſay, that the Prohibition of reading the Scripture fo tranſlated 
without a particular Licenſe, was that which I undertook to ſhew could 
not be juſtified by any Catholick Tradition; And that there was a Ge- 
neral Conſent of the Catholick Church, not merely for the Tranſlations 


of Scripture into V ulgar Languages, but for the free uſe of them by the 


People, Which I made out by theſe Particulars, | 


Gee . That 
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1. That where ever the Chriſtian Religion prevailed, the Sctipture 
was Tranſlated into the Vulgar Language for the Peoples benefit. Which 
I proved from the Ancient Italick Verſions before St. Ferom's time, the 
Gothick, Perſian, Armenian, Syriack, Coptick and Mtbiopick Tranſlations: 
without the leaſt prohibition of the Common uſe of then. 


2. That where 4 Latiguage grew into Difuſe amofg the People there 


the Scripture was Tranflated into the Tongue which was better under. 


ſtood. And for this I inſtanced in the Arabick Verſions after the Preva- 


lency of the Saracens in the Eaſtern and Southern Parts, and after the 
Moors coming into Spain. | | 


3. That even after the Primitive Times, Chriſtian Princes and Bi- 
ſhops did take Care that the People ſhould read the Scriptures in their 
own Language. For Princes, I inſtanced in Lndovirns Pius, and 4. 
fad for Biſhops, in Waldo Biſhop of Freſ/mg ; Mrthodius and Gr 
ä N n 


4. That the Pope himſelf in the 9 2 did approve of it; and 
for a Reaſon common to all times and Churches, viz. that AY People 
and Langunges were to praiſe God, and that God himſelf bad ſo con. 
manded. | PM 


. That Gregory VII. was the firſt Perſon who forbad the uſe of 


Scripture and Divine Offices in the Vulgar Tongue, and was not aſhamed 
to own that the Church ſaw cauſe to alter ſeveral things from what they 


were in the Primitive Church. 


6. That upon the ſetting up the Inquiſition by Innocent III. this Pro- 
hibition took place in France and Spain, and other Places. 


7. That ſome noted Divines of the Church of Rome have highly | 


commended it; and ſaid that the taking of it away would be pernicious 
and deſtructive to Faith and Devotion. 


8. That the Prohibition in the Church of Rome is built on the Au- 
thority of the Council of Trent, which appointed the Index to be made, 


in which the fourth Rule forbids all Perfons the uſe of the Scripture 


in the Vulgar Tongue without a particular Licenſe, and whoſoever pre- 
ſumes to do it is to be denied Abſolution. ; 


9. From hence it follows, that the Cormcil of Trent is evidently dil- 
32 as to Catholick Tradition, for any Foundation of fuch a Pro 
Mb1tion, 


And what now faith 7. W. againſt all this? He would glad) 


know againſt whom I diſpute. Againſt J. S. and all ſuch who would make 


the World believe the Council of Trent did proceed upon Catholick Tra- 
dition. To prove I am miſtaken, he tells me in bis ſixth Chapter, 1 
may find an Account of ſeveral new Tranſlations of Scripture into Vulgar 
Tongues, made by Catholicks and approved in the Roman Church, Then 


1 
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he mentions an Engliſh Tranſlation made by the Rhemiſh and Doway Col- 
leges \, and in French by the Doftors of Lovain , and ſome others. What 
now follows from hence? Is it any Miſtake in me to ſay, There was 
ſuch a Prohibition of Reading the Scripture m the Church of Rome, 


- and inforced by the Rule made by Appointment of the Council of 


Trent ? This had been indeed to the purpoſe if it could have been 
proved. I do not deny, that there have been ſuch Tranſlations made, 
where it was found impoſſible to hinder all Tranſlations; and the uſe 
of them have been connived at or allow'd to ſome particular perſons, 
whom they were otherwiſe ſecure of. But ſuch Tranſlations are like 
the Galeniſts allowing ſome Chymical Medicines to their Patients ; they 
declare againſt their uſe as dangerous; but if the Patient will have 


them, then pray take them of my Apothecary, who is a very ho- 


neſt man and prepares miſchievous Medicines better than another. 
This is juſt the Caſe of the Church of Rome, as to Tranſlations of 
Scripture, If we aſk their Opinion in general, whether Tranſlati- 
ons be allowable or not, their Anſwer hath been formerly very free 
and open, by no means; for they are very dangerous and miſchievous 
things. And here beſides thoſe I have already mentioned, I could produce 


many more. to the ſame purpoſe. But alas ! theſe men lived before the 


Age of Miſ-repreſenting and Expounding. Now all this is Miſtake on 
our ſide, and Infallibility on theirs. We cannot for our hearts under- 
ſtand their Doctrines or Practices aright, although we take never ſo 
much pains and care to do it. One would think by the preſent way of 


dealing with us, that the Church of Rome were like the New Name on Apoc. 2. 27 


the White Stone, which no man knows but he that bath it; and ſo it 


were impoſſible for any elſe to underſtand it, but ſuch as are in it, I 


thought my ſelf pretty ſecure from Miſtaking, when J pitched on the 
Council of Trent for my Guide. But it ſeems, I am miſtaken here too? 
How ſo ? Did not the Council of Trent appoint the Congregation of the 
Index at firſt, Seſſ. 182 Did it not own that the Matters of it were pre- 
pared. before its Diſſolution ? And if there were a Prohibition of the free 
uſe of the Scripture. in Vulgar Languages by the Rules of the Index, 
is not the Council of Trent juſtly chargeable with that Prohibition? E 
ſpecially when the Title in the Roman Edition is Regule Indicis Sacroſanctæ 
Hnodi Tridentinæ juſſu editæ. | 
Jacob Ledeſma was one of the ſame Society 2 Accedit ad hoc, locupletiſſimum: 
e 


N Teſtimonium, atque Decretum ex 
W. and he frankly owns the Prohibition of reading —— — 


Scripture, made by the Rule of the Index, to have been Pars 2 Tridentina Syodo de. 


done by the Authority of the Council of Trent. leftos conſcripto & Authoritate 
ENS 18 | Santtiſſ. D. noftri Pii. 4. P. M. 
comprobato Regnla. 4. Jac. Ledeſma. De Divin. Script. quavis lingua non legend. c. $1, 


The Faculty at Paris in the Articles ſent to Gregory XIII. againſt the 
Tranſlation of Rene Benoit; ſeveral times own the Rules of the Index 
as done by the Council of Trent. Quacunque Authoritate transferantur 
in Vulgarem linguam Biblia & edantur, vetat idem ſacroſanctum Concili- 
um ea paſſim ſine diſcrimine permitti. Ty 
The fame Ledeſma goes farther, and vouches the Authority of the 
Council of Trent in this matter, from the Decree Se/. 23. c. 8. where 
it forbids all the Parts of the Maſs to be in the Vulgar Tongue. Which 


could not be reaſonable, if the Scripture were allowed to be tranſlated. 
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bret. Pu- mounts to à prohibition of the other too, becauſe the greateſt Part F the 


nit. J. z. ce is taken out of the Scriptures, and if the Scripture may be tranſlate} 
1 22 dich it muſt e 26 Divine Offices ought to be in the wales 
Tongue. But to return to the Index. | en e een 148 
The Congregation of the Index was (as is ſaid) eſtabliſhed by the 
Council in the 18th Seſſion as the. Council it ſelf owns in the laſt Seſſion; 
Cencil.Trid, and withal, that the Rules of it were then formed, but becauſe of the 
Sell. 25. multiplicity aid variety of the Books, the matter of the Index was refer. 
1% red tothe Pope, and to be publiſhed by his | Authority, as likewiſe the Ca. 
rechiſm, Miſſal and Breviary, So that the Rules of the Index have the 
fame Authority in the Church of Rome with the Roman Catechiſm, Miſſy! 

and Breviary. - of 
Pius IV. in his Bull, when he firſt ſet forth the Index A. D. 1564. 
owns that it tas finiſhed by the Fathers appointed by the Council of Trent, 
but was remitted to him by the Council, that it might be approved by him 
and publiſhed by his Authority. And he ſiriftly commands the Rules of 
it to be obſerved under pain of Mortal Sin; and Excommunication, ipfy 
(*) od jure. After him Clement VIII. in his () Inſtructions about the Rules of 
LP the Index owns them to be made by the Fathers of the Council of Trent, 
-onfetis And the ſame Pope is ſo far from renewing the Power of granting Li 
per Parres cenſes to read the Scripture in the vulgar Languages, that he declares 2. 


Symdo Tri. gainſt them. For by the 4*> Rule of the Index, the Ordinary and In- 


dent ina de- 


- quifitor by the Advice of the Pariſh Prieſt or Confeſſor, might permit Per. 
e ons to read the Bible in the vulgar Language, ſo the Tranſlation were 
Preter ea made by Catholick Authors; and it was apprehended by ſome, that the 
je 1/14 new Printing the Rule might be giving new Authority to Biſhops and 
trum Regi. Inquiſitors to grant Licenſes, therefore the Pope declares againſt it; 
=: ee. and faith it was contrary to the Command and Uſe of the Roman Church 
bg Pons and Inquiſition, which ought to be inviolably obſerved. * In purſuance of 

this we find in the Roman Index of prohibited Books, theſe words, Bib- 
lia vulgari quorumque idiomate conſcripta; i. e. All Bibles in vulgar Lan- 
uages are a mug Therefore J cannot underſtand how the giving 
Licaf to Perſons ſince the Declaration of Clemens VIII. is confiſtent 
with the Duty which Perſons of that Communion owe to the Aut borit 

of the Roman Ste, unleſs they can produce a Revocation of the Bull of 
Clemens VIII. and ſome latter Explications of the fourth Rule which 
take away the force of his. But inſtead of that, Alexander VII. 
who publiſhed the Inde again, after Clement VIII. owns that the 
firſt Index was made by Authority of the Council of Trent And 


Qui ſacro- it is obſervable, that in his Bull A. D. 1664. he not only prefix- 


* es the Rules of the Index, but the Obſervations and Inſtruction of 


ein au&ori. Clement VIII. and confirms all by his Apoſtolical Authority; and | 


rate prodi- injoyns the punctual Obſervation of the Orders contained therein 
. inviolably; under the ſame pains which were expreſſed in the Bull 
-of Pius IV. Therefore as far as I can underſtand, the Faculty of 


granting Licenſes to read the Tranſlations of the Bible is taken away {| 


as far as the Pope's Authority can do it. | . 

To what purpoſe then are we told of ſome modern Tranſlations, 35 
long as the uſe of them is forbidden by the Pope's Authority? And 
no Ordinaries can have Authority to grant Licenſes againſt the Pope's 

ſolemn Declaration to the contrary; nor can any of that Communion 
with good Conſcience make uſe of them. But 


\ 
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"1 Bat I am told 2bere are Tranſlations approved in the Roman Church. 
* By whom have they been approved? By the Pope, or the Congregation 
7 of the Index ? I do not find any ſuch Approbation given to any of them. 
47 But on the contrary, even in France, ſuch Tranſlations have been ve- 
ve hemently oppoſed by the Biſhops and Divines there, as being repugnant 
he to the _—_ - — 3 Church. And this is appa- * Ss hd. 6a 
" ent by a Book publiſhed by Order of the Gallican Clerg y, 1, As pateat Juilſe ſemper 
15 4 b. 1662. Wherein iti aer 
u and unanimous Senſe and Practice of all Orthodox Per- oy | 1 Libros ac Offci 
7 that neither the Scriptures nor divine Offices ought te — reddend ; 05 
he v be put into Vulgar Languages, it being injurious to the Chriſtiane Reipubl. damnoſum, 
2 Chriſtian Church, and giving Occaſion of Offence to the L r 
weak and unlearned. How then can we imagine that AudtorumVerſion. uulg. damnant. 
4. ſuch Tranſlations ſhould not only be allowed but appro» nit. ad Lei. 
nt, ved among them? N 
im And befides the entire Treatiſes there collected againſt them, of Card. 
of Hofius, Lizetius, Spiritus Roterus, Ledeſma, G c. and the Fragments 
90% and Teſtimonies of ſeveral others; we have a particular account of the 
of proceedings of the Sorbon as to this matter. | | 
nt, In the Cenſure of Eraſmus, Dec. 17. 1527. the Sorbon declared Vulgar 
i. Tranſlations of Scripture to be dangerous and pernicious. | 
q- The like Declaration had been made before A. D. 1525. and that al! 
2 Tranſlations of the Bible, or of the Parts thereof ought rather to be ſup- 
eye preſſed than tolerated, | : 
re A. D. 1607; The Faculty again declared, that it did not approve any 
he Tranſlations of Scripture into the Vulgar Language. | 
nd But J. V. inſtances, p. 26. in ſome Tranſlations that have been appro- 
1 ved, as a French Tranſlation by the Doctors of Lovain. But in the French 
2 Colloction before mentioned, I find, that A. D. 1620. Dec. 1. a Debate 
of aroſe in the Faculty at Lovain about it; and the Faculiy declared that it 
ib by no means approved of it. =] 
an- Another is of Rene Benoit; which was ſo far from being appro- 
ng ved; that it was firſt condemned by the Faculty at Paris, and then ſent 
nt toi Rome to be condemned by the Pope; which was effectually done; 
ity and Gregory XIII. directed his Bull to the Faculty of Di- , 
of vinity-in Paris,” Nov. 3. A. P. 1575. wherein he doth Bun V omnins 4 
ch rkg forbid this Tranſlatibn, and reject it with an A. ab J E. — 5 
1. nat hema. | . | 
he And yet this very Tranſlation of Rene Benoit is one of thoſe made by 
nd Catholicks and approved in the Roman Church; which J. V. refers me to. 
IX- One of us two muſt needs be under a great Miſtake, but to whom it be- 
of longs I leave the Reader to determine. | 
nd Ihe ſenſe of the Gallican Clergy in this matter doth fully appear by 
ein the Repreſentation which they ſent to Alexander VII. about the Tranſla- 
ull tion of the Miſſal into French. Which was done by Voiſin a Doctor of 
of the Faculty, and was publiſhed at Paris by the Permiſſion of Cardinal de 
ay Retæ Archbiſhop there, and had the Approbation of ſome Doctors of the 
ho? Sorbon. The reſt: of the Biſhops and Clergy highly reſented this mat- 
45 ter, and aſſembled together to conſult about it, Nov. 29. 1660. where 
nd they propoſed two things to be conſidered. 1. The matter of Right, 
e's whether ſuch a Tranſlation were to be permitted or not. 2. The matter 
'on of Fact, whether this were a good Tranſlation or not. The Debate was 


1 5 | adjourned 


| 
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adjourned to Dec. 3. and from. thence to the Seventh, on which the, be 
came to a Reſolution to ſuppreſs it. And a Circular Letter was ſent to fu 
Bc 
fu 


all the Biſhops to forbid the uſe of it under pain of Excommunication; 
and the King deſired to interpoſe his Authority in it. Dec. 9. they a. 
greed to ſend an account of the whole matter to the Pope in the name 
; of the Gallican Clergy; wherein they declare their great an 
Illam omnino improbamu tan- diſlike of it, as contrary to the Cuſtom 7 the Church, and ar 
Tenn mecha coſurrutine ® 4 pernicious to the Souls of Men. And in the Body of al 
marum pernicie conjunflam. it, they ſay they look on the Tranſlations of Scripture into ri 
vulgar Languages as the great occaſion of the Northern He. 6 
reſies; and quote Vincentius Lirinenſis, ſaying that the Scripture is the 5 
Book of Hereticks. And after add, that they bad ſent to the Pope their x 
Condemnation of -all Tranſlations of Scripture and Divine Offices into the T 
Vulgar Languages. This was ſubſcribed by the General Aſſembly of the tl 
Clerzy, Jan. 7. 1661. 3 | 6 
The Pope ſent a Brief in Anſwer, which was received Feb. 25. where- 5 
in he very Tragically complains, that ſome Sons of Perdition in France 2 
had to the ruine of Souls, and in Contempt of the Church's Laws and 1 
Practice, arrived to that degree of madneſi as to tranſlate the Roman Mi. f 
ſal into French, And he charges the doing of it not only with Novelty, 8 
but Diſobedience, Sedition, Schiſm, &c. and declares that he abborred 7 
and deteſted it; and for ever damned, reprobated and forbad it, under 
pain of Excommunication ;, and requires all Perſons to deliver up their 
Books to the ſeveral Ordinaries that they might be burnt. 

I now deſire J. V. to inform me whether we are bound to believe that 
in France Tranſlations of Scripture into the vulgar Language are allowed 
and approved? | am really ſo unwilling to miſt ake, that I take the beſt 
care I can to be rightly informed. I have no deſign either to deceive 
others, or to be deceived my ſelf; and therefore have not truſted to ſe- 
cond-hand Evidence; but ſearched and conſidered the Authors them- 
ſelves, whoſe Teſtimonies I rely upon. I am certain I have fallen into 
no willful miſtake, but have truly and impartially ſtated things accord- 
ing to the cleareſt Evidence I could find; and therefore I think it ſome- 
what hard to be told, that our Objections are grounded on Miſtakes, and 
eſpecially as to this matter abour the Prohibition of reading Scripture 
in the vulgar Language; for J hope I have made it appear not only that 
there is ſuch a Prohibition, but that it is founded on the Authority of the 
Council of Trent. | | | 
And if it be fo, then it ſerves my main deſign, vis. to prove that it 
| went off from Catholick Tradition, for if there were ſo many Tranſlati- 
! ons of old without the leaſt prohibition, and there be ſince the Council 
| of Trent, ſo ſevere a one, back d with the Pope's Authority, here muſt 
a very great change in Tradition. For that is accounted permcious and miſ- 

chievous to the Souls of Men, which before was accounted uſeful and be- 
neficial to them. If the Phyſicians in one Age ſhould condemn the com- 
mon Reading of Hippocrates and Galen as deſtructive to the Health of 
mens bodies, which thoſe of former Ages extremely commended, would 
not any one ſay, there was a great Change in the Opinions of Phy fici- 
ans, and that they did by no means hold to the Judgment of thoſe be- 
fore them? If the common Lawyers ſhould now ſay Littleton's Tenures 
is a Book very unfit to be read by young Lawyers, that it fills their 
Heads with ſeditious and dangerous Principles, and therefore ought to 
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be taken out of their Hands; would not any one ſay, here is a wonder- 
ful Change, for no ſuch thing was ever apprehended before, bat the 
Book was thought very uſeful and proper to inſtru& Students in ſome 
fundamental Points of the Law ? 1 EY 
When Manna was rained from Heaven in the Wilderneſs for 40 years, 


and for 30 of them every Man gathered his own ſhare and proportion, 


and ate of it as he {aw cauſe; would it not have been thought a ſtrange 
alteration among them, if after 30 years a ſett of Phyficians ſhould have 
riſen up and told the People, © It was true, Manna was Angels food, but 
« if they had not great care in the taking it, and uſed it pronuſcuouſly, 
« jt would turn them to Devils; or at. leaſt it would fill them with 
« {uch Diſtempers, as they would never be able to reach to Canaan ? 
This might be pretended to be great Care and Tenderneſs of them, in 
theſe new Phyſicians, but on the other fide, they would tell them, 
« they had done very well with their eating Manna for 30 years toge- 
« ther; and there had been no ſuch Diſtempers among them, but ſuch 
as human Nature is always ſubject to; that ſuch an alteration might 
be of worſe Conſequence than their common uſe of Manna; for ſo 
« jt was at firſt appointed and fo it had continued, and they could not 


« tell but their new Phyſicians might be worſe to them than their old 


« Diſtempers; and they could never believe that could be ſo hurtful 
« which God himſelf had appointed for their Food. 

The former Diſcourſe makes the Application needleſs. 

But after all, it is ſaid : This is but a point of Diſcipline and not of 
Faith; and in ſuch the Church may change her Meaſures. To that I anſwer, 


1. It is more than a point of Diſcipline, for it is changing the Rule of 
Faith with reſpe& to the People. While the Scriptures were in the 
hands of the People, they refolved their Faith into the Word of God, as 
it was deliver'd to them and underſtood by them. But when that is ta- 
ken out of their Hands and they are bid to Truſt to the Church's Teſti- 
mony for matters of Faith; they have a different Reſolution of their Faith 
and a different Ground and Reaſon of believing. For they cannot 
ground their Faith upon a written Rule who are uncapable of under- 
ſtanding it. BE | | 


2. It is no matter of Diſcipline to overthrow the deſign of publiſhing 
the Scripture for the univerſal Benefit of the Church of God. And this 
the Janſeniſts have well proved in Defence of their Tranſlation of the 


New Teſtament againſt the Prohibitions of it. © For, ſay they, the Dialgue 1. 
Prohibition of reading the Scripture under pain of Excommunicati- P. . 


* on, is it ſelf contrary to the Goſpel and ought not to be obey d. For 
„Bread and Nouriſhment is not more neceſſary to preſerve the Life of 
the Body, than the Word of God is to uphold the Life of the Soul. 
« That for Men to ſpeak of ſo much danger in reading the Scripture is 
<-to reflect very diſhonourably on the Providence and Goodneſs of God; 


© for it was by means of Tranſlations in Vulgar Languages that God's 


Word came to be known to the World, and the Goſpel was at firſt 


„ publiſhed in thoſe Tongues, which were moſt generally underſtood. 


And therefore thoſe do manifeſtly oppoſe the deſign and method of 
Providence for advancing the Goſpel, who decry Tranſlations of Scrip- 


© ture, as pernicious to the Souls {of Men. And farther, that ſuch a p. sz. 


* prohibition 
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« prohibition, is a Contempt of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, and a deſign to 
« ſuppreſs the Goſpel; and a Contradiction to the Will and Command 
< of God; A Contempt of the Scripture, which was intended to be un- 
« derſtood by all; A Contempt both of Councils and Fathers, which 
& looked on the Scripture as the beſt Judge of Controverſies, and who 
<« adviſed all believers to a continual reading of the Word of God, 
If after all this, the Council of Trent could fo w—_—_— err not only 
againſt Scripture and Reaſon, but Tradition too in ſuch a Matter of Con- 
cernment to the Souls of Men, as this is, it will be hardly poſſible to 
perfuade Men, it could not as well err in any Point of Faith. And it 
renders the whole proceeding ſuſpicious as to particular Points, when the 
Rule of Faith is ſo induſtriouſly kept out of the hands of the People, 
For thoſe who follow their Inſtructions, are never aſhamed to produce 
their Credentials. | 


Dialgues As to what J. V. faith in his Book concerning Jupiter, &c. I had an- 
v9 Oy {wered it ſo fully many years ſince, that I have Reaſon to expect a Repl 

| Piat. 3. to what J had there ſaid in my own Vindication, before I can think it 
| fit to trouble the World with needleſs Repetitions. And it were hard 
| for me to be put to Anſwer again to the ſame things, when a Perſon will 


not take the pains to ſee whether he were not anſwer d already. h | 
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has Anſwer to a Book Intituled, 
A Paris T Miſrepreſented, and Repreſented, &c. 


FR 


ANSWER to the INTRO DUCTION. 


| HE Introduction conſiſts of two parts, | 5 
I. A general Complaint of the Papiſts being Miſrepreſented 
among us. x TED | | 

IT. An Account of the Method he hath taken to clear them 

from theſe N 5 . 
I. As to the Firſt; Whether it be juſt, or not, muſt be examin'd in 
the ſeveral Particulars. But here we muſt conſider, whether it ſerves 
the End it is deſigned for in this place, which is, to gain the Reader's 
good Opinion of their Innocency : Not merely becauſe they complain 
ſo much of being injured, but becauſe the beſt Men in all Times have 
been miſrepreſented ;, as he proves at large in this Introduction, from ſe- 
veral Examples of the Old and New Teſtament, but eſpecially of Chriſt 
and bis Apoſtles, and the Primitive Chriſtians. But it is obſervable, 
that when Bp. Jewel began his excellent Apology for the Church of Eng- 
land, with a Complaint much of the ſame Nature, and produced the 
very ſame Examples, his Adverſary would by no means allow it to have 
any Force, being, as he called it, Exordium Commune, which might be 
uſed on both ſides, and therefore could be proper to neither. And al- 
tho? it bz reaſonable only for thoſe to complain of being miſrepreſented, 
who having Truth on their fide, do notwithſtanding ſuffer under the 
Imputation of Error; yet it is poſſible for thoſe who are very much 
D dd d miſtaken, 
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than it was; but he did very much leflen the Puniſhment of Diſobe- 
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miſtaken, to complain of being miſrepreſented ;, and while they go 4- 
bout to remove the Miſrepreſentitions of others, to make new Ones of 
their own, And as the beſt Men, and the beſt Things, have been wi. 
repreſented 3 ſo other Men have been as apt to complain of it; ard 
the worſt Things are as much miſrepreſented, when they are made to 
ear not ſo bad as they are. For Evil is as truly miſrepreſented un- 
er the appearance of Good, as Good under the appearance of Exil: 
as it is = to determine whether hath done the greater Mic. 
chief. h ; 5 | 
So that if the Father of Lies be the Author of Miſrepreſenting, (as 
the Introduction begins) we muſt have a care of him both ways. For 
when he tried this black Art in Paradiſe, (as our Author ſpeaks ) it 
was both by miſrepreſenting the Command, and the Danger of tranſ. 
greſſing it. He did not only make the Command appear otherwiſe 


dience, and by that means deluded our firſt Parents into that Sin and 
Miſery, under which their Poſterity ſtill ſuffers, Which ought to be 
a Caution to them, how dangerous it is to break the Law of God un- 


der the faireſt Colour and Pretences ; and that they ſhould not be eafily | 


impoſed upon by falſe Gloſſes, and plauſible. Repreſentations, though 


made by ſuch as therein pretend to be Angels of Light. 


But altho* the Father of Lies be the Author of Miſrepreſenting yet 
we have no reaſon to think, but that if he were to plead his own 


Cauſe to Mankind, he would very much complain of being miſrepre- 
ſented by them; and even in this reſpect, when they make him the Fa- 


ther of thoſe Lies which are their own Inventions. And can that be 
a certain Argument of Truth, which may as well be uſed by che Father 
of Lies? | 

And the great Inſtruments he hath made uſe of in deceiving and 
corrupting Mankind, have been as forward as any to complain of being 
el The true Reaſon is, Becauſe no great Evil can prevail 
in the World, unleſs it be repreſented otherwiſe than it is; and all 
Men are not competent Judges of the Colours of Good and Evil; 
therefore when the Deſigns of thoſe who go about to deceive, begin 


to be laid open, they then betake themſelves, to the faireſt Repreſenta- 


tions they can make of themſelves, and hope that many will not ſee 
through their Pretences. | | 
If I had a mind to follow our Author's Method, I could make as long 
a Deduction of Inſtances of this kind, But I ſhall content my felt 
with ſome few Examples of thoſe who are allowed on both ſides to have 
been guilty of great Errors and Corruptions. 
The Arians plead they were miſrepreſented, when they were taken for 
Enemies to Chriſt's Divinity; for all that they e . for, was on- 
1 a Moment of Time, as would make good the Relation between 
ather and Son. | | „ 
The Pelagians, with great Succeſs for ſome time (and even at Rome) 


complained, that they were very much ee „ as Enemies to 
4 


God's Grace: whereas they owned and aſſerted the manifold Grace of 
ar z and were only Enemies to Mens Idleneſs, and neglect of thelr 
Duties. — 

The Neſtorians gave out, that they never intended to make two Per- 
ſons in Chriſt, as their Adverſaries charged them; but all their deſign 
was to avoid Blaſphemy, in calling the Bleſſed Virgin the * of 
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God; and whatever went beyond this was their Adverſaries Miſrepre- 
ſemations, and not their own Opinions. X 


4 


The Entychizns thought themſelves very hardly dealt with, for ſay- 
ing, there was but one Nature in Chrift ; they did not mean there y 
(as they ſaid) to deſtroy the Properties of the Humane Nature, by 
only to aſſert that its Subſiſtence was ſwallowed up by the Divine; and 
of all Perſons, thoſe have no reaſon to blame them, who ſuppoſe. the 


Properties of one Subſtance may be united to another. 


- * 
. 


Even the Gentile Idolaters, when they were charged by the Chriſti- 
ans, that they worſhipped Stocks and Stones; complained, they were 
miſrepreſented, for they were not ſuch Ideots, to take things for Gods, 
which had neither Life, nor Senſe, nor Motion in them. And when 
they were charged with worſhipping other Gods as they did the Supream; 
they deſired their Senſe might not be taken from common Prejudices, 
or vulgar Practices, but from the Doctrine of their Philoſophers ; and 
they owned a Sovereign Worſhip due to him that was Chief; and a ſu- 
bordinate and Relative to ſome Celeſtial Beings, whom they made Ap- 
plication to as Mediators between him and them. Muſt all theſe Com- 
plaints now be taken for granted ? what then becomes of the Reputa- 
tion of General Councils, or the Primitive Chriſtians ? But as, if it 
were enough to be Accuſed, none would be innocent ; ſo none would 
be Guilty, if it were enough to complain of being mifrepreſented. _ 
Therefore in all Complaints of this Nature, it is neceſſary to come 
to Particulars; and to examine with Care and Diligence the Matters 


complained of, and then to give Judgment in the Caſe. I am glad to 


find our Author profeſſing ſo much Sincerity and Truth without Paſſion; 
and I do aſſure him I ſhall follow what he profeſſes: For the Cauſe of 


our Church is ſuch, as needs neither Tricks nor Paſſion to defend it; 
and therefore I ſhall endeavour to ſtate the Matters in Difference, with 


all the clearneſs and calmneſs that may be; and I ſhall keep cloſe to his 
—_ and Repreſentations, without Digreſſions, or provoking Re- 
ctions. | £ 
II. But I muſt declare my ſelf very much unſatisfied with the Me- 
— he hath taken to clear his Party from theſe Miſrepreſentations. 
or, 3 | 
1. He takes upon himſelf to draw a double Character of a Papiſt; and 
in the one he pretends to follow a certain Rule, but not in the other; 
which is not fair and ingenuous. „ 

As to the one, he ſaith, He follows the Council of Trent, and their 
allowed Spiritual Books & Catechiſms: and we find no fault with this. 
But why muſt the other Part then be drawn by Faricy, or common 
Prejudices, or ignorant Miſtakes ? Have we no Rule, whereby the Judg- 
ment of our Church is to be taken? Are not our Articles as eaſy to be 
had and underſtood, as the Decrees and Canons of the Council of 


Trent 2 Iwill not aſk, How the Council of Trent comes to be the Rule 


and Meaſure of Doctrine to any here, where it was never received? 


But J hope I may, why our Repreſentations are not to be taken from 


- 


the Senſe of our Church, as their's from the Council of Trent? If he 


faith, bis Deſien was th remove common Prejudices, and vilgar Miſtakes : 
it is eaſy to anſwer, If they are contrary to tlie Doctrine of our Church, 
we utterly diſown them. We know very well there are Perſons, who 
have ſo falſe a Notion of Popery, that they charge the Rites and Cu- 
ſtoms of our Church with it ; but we pity their Weakneſs and Folly, 


Dddd 2 and 
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fective. . . 

2. He pretends to give an Account why he quotes no Authors for 
his Miſrepreſentations, which is very unſatisfactory, viz. That be bath 
deſcribed the Papiſt therein, exacily according to the apprehenſion he bad 
of him when he was a Proteſtant. But how can we tell what ſort of 

roteſtant he was; nor how well he was inſtructed in his Religion? 
And muſt the Character now ſuppoſed to be common to. Proteſtants be 
taken from his ignorant, or childiſh, or wilful Miſtakes? Did ever any Pro- 
teſtant, that underſtands himſelf, ſay, That Papiſts ars never permitted 
to hear Sermons which they are able to underſtand, (p. 58.) or that the 
held it lawful to commit Idolatry, (p. 9.) Or, that a Papiſt believes the 
Pope to be his great God, and to be far above all Angels, &c. Yet theſe 
are ſoine of his Miſrepreſentations, (p. 40.) Did he in earneſt think ſo 
himſelf? If he did, he gives no good account of himſelf: If he did 
not, he gives a worſe; for then how ſhall we believe him in other things, 
when he faith, He hath drawn his Mi „e exactly, according to 
his amn Apprehenſions ? It is true, he faith, he added ſome few Points, 
which were violently charged on him by bis Friends : but we dare be bold 
to ſay, theſe were none of them. But let us ſuppoſe it true, that 
he had ſuch Apprehenſions himſelf. Are theſe fit to be printed as the 
Character of a Party? What would they ſay to us, if a Spaniſh Con- 
vert ſhould give a Character of Proteſtants, according to the common 
Opinion the People there have of them; and ſet down in one Column 
their monſtrous Miſrepreſentations, and in another, what he found them 
to be ſince his coming hither ;, and that in good Truth he ſaw they were 
Juſt like other Men? But ſuppoſe he had falſe Apprehenſions before he 
went among them; why did he not take care to inform himſelf better 
before he changed? Had he no Friends, no Books, no Means to rectify 
his Miſtakes > Muſt he needs leave one Church, and go to another, be- 
fore he underſtood either? If this be a true Account of himſelf, it is 
but a bad Account of the Reaſons of his Change. | 

3. The Account he gives of the other Part of his Character, affords 
as little ſatisfaction: For although in the general, it be well that he 
pretends to keep to a Rule; yet, 


(I.) Heſhews no Authority he hath to interpret that Rule in his own 


ſenſe. Now ſeveral of his Repreſentations depend upon his own private 


Senſe and Opinions, againſt the Doctrine of many others as zealous for 


their Church as himſelf; and what reaſon have we to adhere to his Re- 
preſentations rather than to theirs? As for inſtance, he faith, The 
Pope's Perſonal Infallibility is no Matter of Faith, (p. 42.) But there are 
others ſay it is, and is grounded on the fame Promiſes which makes him 
Head of the Church. Why now muſt we take his Repreſentation or 
3 121 
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Ve than theirs? And To as to the Depoſing Power, he grants, it harh heen 
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the Opinion of ſeveral A Ie Councils too) but that it ig no Matter 
[ of Faith, (p. 47.) But whoſe Judgment are we to take in this Matter, 

y according to the Principles of their Church? A private Man's, of no 

t- Name, no Authority; or of thoſe Popes and Councils who have declared 

is u, and acted by it? And can any Man of their Church juſtifie our 

y relying upon his Word, againſt the Dechration of Popes and Councils? 

s But ſuppoſe the Queſtion be about the Senſe of his own Rule, che Chun- 

t, cil Trent: What Authority hath he to declare it, when the Pope hath Bulla ri - 
1 expreſly forbidden all Prelates to do it, and reſerved it to the Apoſtolical * ne 
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Character of a Papiſt ſince the Council of Trent; which is, that he doth 


not only believe the Doctrines there defined to be true, but to be necef- 


ſary to Salvation. And there is not a word of this in his Repreſentation 
of the Points of Doctrine, but the whole is managed, as though there 
were nothing but a difference about ſome particular Opinions; whereas 


in Truth, the Neceſſity of holding thoſe Doctrines, in order to Salva- 


tion, is the main Point in difference. If Men have no mind to believe 
their own Senſes, we know not how to help it ; but we think it very 
hard to be told, we cannot be ſaved unleſs we renounce them too. And 
this now appears to be the true State of the Caſe, ſince Pius the 4th drew 
up and publiſhed a Confeſſion of Faith, according to the Decrees and Ca- 
nons of the Council of Trent, wherein Men are not only required 79 
believe their Traditions as firmly as the Bible, the Seven Sacraments, 


Tranſubſtantiation, the Sacrifice of the Maſs, Purgatory, Invocation Fa 
u 


Saints, Worſhipping of Images, Indulgences, Supremacy, &c. but they muſt 
believe, that without believing theſe things, there is no Salvation to be had 
in the ordinary Way; for after the enumeration of thoſe Points, it fol- 
lows, Hanc veram Catholicam fidem extra quam nemo ſaluus eſſe po- 
teſt, c. This is the true Catholick Faith, without which no Man can be 


ſaved; i. e. The belief of theſe things is thereby declared as neceſſary to 


Salvation, as of any other Articles of the Creed. Butit maybe obje&ed, 


The ſubſcribing this Profeſſion of Faith, is not required of all Members of 


that Church. To which I anſwer, That to make a Man a Member of it, 


he muſt declare that he holds the ſame Faith which the Church of 


Rome holds: And this is as much the Faith of the Roman Church, as 
the Pope and Council of Trent could make it. And it is now printed 
in the Roman Ritual at Paris, {et forth by Paul the 5th, as the Confeſ- 


ſion of Faith owned by the Church of Rome. And therefore this ought 
to have been a part of the true Repreſentation, as to the Doctrinal Points; 


but when he comes to the 35th Head, he then owns, That unleſs Men 
do believe every Article of the Roman Faith, they cannot be ſaved, (p.96.) 
and he that disbelieves one, does in a manner disbelieve all. (p. 97.) 
Which may as well reach thoſe. who diſown the Depoſing Power, and 


the Pope's perſonal Infallibility, as Us, ſince thoſe are accounted Arti - 


cles of Faith by the ruling part of their Church, to whom it chiefly be- 
longs to declare them ; and the former hath been defined both by Popes 
and Councils. 0 5 

(3.) He never ſets down what it is which makes my Doctrine to be- 
come à Doctrine of their Church. We are often blamed for charging 
particular Opinions upon their Church; but we defire to know what it 
ts which makes a Doctrine of their Church; i. e. whether 4 _ 
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publick Declaration, by the Heads and Guides of their Church, be ſuf. 


ficient or not to that End? Our Author ſeems to imply the Neceſſity of 
ſome Conditions to be obſerved; for beſides the ay gh Authority, he 
requires, due Circumſtances, and proceeding according to Law, (p. 42.) But 
who is to be Judge of theſe Circumſtances, and legal Proceedings? And 
he never tells what theſe Circumſtances are. And yet after all, he faith, 
The Orders of the Supreme Paſtor are to be obey'd, whether he be infalli- 
ble or not. And this now brings the Matter home; The Popes, he 


« confeſſes, have owned the Depoſing Doctrine, and acted according to it: 
And others are bound to obey their Orders, whether infallible or not; 


5 


and conſequently they are bound by the Doctrine of their Church to 
act, when the Popes ſhall require it, according to the Depoſing Power. 
But he ſeems to ſay in this Caſe, that a Doctrine of their Church is to 


be judged by the Number; for, faith he, There are greater Numbers 


that diſown this Doctrine, (p. 47.) I will not at preſent diſpute it; but 
I defire to be informed, Whether the Doctrines of their Church go by ma- 
jority of Votes, or not? I had thought the Authority of the Guides of the 
Church, ought to have over-ballanced any Number of Diſſenters. For, 
what are thoſe who refuſe to ſubmit to the DiQates of Popes and Coun- 
cils, but Diſſenters from the Church of Rome ? The diſtinction of the 
Court and Church of Rome, is wholly impertinent in this Cafe. Fer, 
we here conſider not the mere Temporal Power which makes the Court, 
but the Spiritual Capacity of Teaching the Church; and if Popes and 
Councils may err in Teaching this Doctrine, why not in any other? I 
know there are ſome that ſay, Univerſal Tradition is neceſſary to make a 
Doctrine of their Church. But then no ſubnutſion can be required to any 
Doctrine in that Church, tll the Univerſal Tradition of it, in all Times, 
and in all Parts of the Chriſtian Church, be proved. And we need to 
deſire no better Terms than theſe, as to all Points of Pope Pius the Ath 
his Creed, which are in diſpute between us and them. 1 

( 4.) He makes uſe of the Authority of ſome particular Divines, as 
delivering the Senſe of their Church, when there are ſo many of greater 
Authority againſt them. Whereas, if we proceed by his own Rule, 
the greater Number is to carry it. Therefore we cannot be thought to 


_ miſrepreſent them, if we charge them with ſuch things as are owned, ei- 


ther by the general and allowed Practices of their Church, or their 
Publick Offices, or the generality of their Divines and Caſuiſts; or in 
caſe of a Conteſt, with that fide which is owned by the Guides of their 
Church, when the other is cenſured ; or which was approved by their 
Canonized Saints, or declared by their Popes and Councils, whoſe De- 
crees they are bound to follow. And by theſe Meaſures I intend to pro- 
ceed, having no deſign to miſrepreſent them, as indeed we need not. 


And ſo much in Anſwer to the Introduflion, 


— — 


3 a ä 


I. Of Praying to Images. 
N this, and the other Particulars, where it is neceſſary, I ſhall obſerve 
this Method. 


1. To give a clear and impartial Account of the State of the Contro- 
verſie in as few words as I can, 
| 2. To 
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2. To make ſome Reflections on what he ſaith, in order to the clear- 
ing them from Miſrepreſentations. 5 3 E 
As to the ſtate of this Controverſie, as it ſtands, ſince the Council of 
Trent, we are to conſider. | EG Ll rac 
1. We mult diſtinguiſh between what Perſons do in their own Opiy 
nion, and what they do according to the Senſe of the Divine Law. It 


is poſſible that Men may intend one thing, and the Law give another 
Senſe of it; as is often ſeen in the Caſe of Treaſon; although the Per- 


ſons plead never ſo much they had no intention to commit Treaſon, 
yet if the Law makes their Act to be ſo, their diſavowing it doth not 
excuſe them. So it is in the preſent Caſe; Men may have real and ſe- 


rious Intentions, to refer their final, ultimate and ſovereign Worthip 
only to God; but if the Law of God ſtrictly and ſeverely prohibits 


this particular manner of Worſhip by Images, in as full, plain and clear 
Words as may be, and gives a denomination to ſuch Ads, taken from 
the immediate Object of it; no particular Intention of the Perſons can 
alter that denomination, or make the Guilt to be leſs than the Law 
—_E | — TTY. 

2. There can be no Miſrepreſenting as to the lawfulneſs of many ex- 
ternal Ads of Worſhip, with reſpe& to Images, which are owned by 


them. But it doth not look fairly to put the Title, Of Praying to Ima. 


ges; for the Queſtion is, about the Worſhip of Images; whereas this 
Title would inſinuate, as though we did directly charge them with 
Praying to their Inages, without any farther reſpe&; which we are ſo far 
from charging them with, that f do not know of any People in the 

World, who are not like Stones and Stocks themſelves who are liable 


to that Charge. The PENDET'S in the Eait-Indies are fully clear- 
ed from it, by Thevenot, as well as Bernier, And it would be hard we Thevenot 
ſhould not allow the ſame to our Fellow-Chriſtians. I do therefore Voyage des 
grant what our Author faith, vis. That all the Veneration they expreſs p.188. 


before Images, whether by kneeling, praying, lifting up the Eyes, burning 
Candles, Incenſe, &c. is not at all done for the Image, but is wholly re- 
ferr d to the things repreſented, which he intends to honour by thoſe Acli- 


ons, But I hope now, it is no miſrepreſenting for us to ſay, that they Page 3. 


do kneel, pray, lift up their Eyes, burn Candles, Incenſe, &c. before their 
Images, which is all I charge them with at preſent. 

3. To perform theſe Acts before Images, without a deſign to worſhip 
the Images by them, is declared, by great Divines of the Church of 


Rome, to be next to Hereſie. The Caſe was this; There were before 


the Council of Trent, ſeveral Perſons who lived in Communion of that 
Church, but by no means approved the Worſhip of Images, ſuch as Du- 
randus, Holcot, Picus Mirandula, and others. Now theſe Perſons 


thought fit to comply in theſe external Acts, but declared they intended 


not to worſhip the Images, but the Objects before them. Since the Coun- 
cil of Trent decreed Images were to be worſhipped, this Caſe hath been 
debated by the Divines and Caſuiſts of greateſt reputation among them : 


And Suares ſaith, This way of Durandus is dangerous, raſh, and ſavours Suarez in 3 
of Hereſie ;, and he faith farther from Medina, That it was Victoria's % Ig 25. 
Opinion, that it was heretical; but he adds, that his own Opinion, that . 


Images were truly and properly to be worſhipped, was generally received 
by their Divines: and therefore I need name no more. 3 
4. It is granted by their Divines and Caſuiſts, that the People in the 
worſhip of Images, may eaſily fall into Idolatry. 10 k 
LE 
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000 If the worſhip do not paſs from the Image to the Thing repre- 
ſented. And ſo Aquinas himſelf determines, That no irrational Creg. 
ture is capable of worſhip, but as it hath reſpe& to a rational Being. But 
here lies the difficulty, how an extrinſecal relation to an Object of wor- 
ſhip, where the Thing is confeſſed to deſerve none, can give any reaſon 
for its being properly worſhipped. But they all grant, if the worſhip 
ſtop at the inanimate part, it can be no other than the worſhip of Stocks 
and Stones. 8 
(2.) If the worſhip be given to the Image, which is proper to God 
Bellarmin alone. This Bellarmin is forced to grant, becauſe the Evidence is ſo clear 
-y "> in antiquity, that the Gnoſticks were condemned for ſome Worſhip which 
they performed to the Image of Chriſt. Now, we cannot think that theſe 
Gnoſticks were ſuch Sots, as to take the Image of Chriſt to be Chriſt him- 
ſelf; and therefore what-ever Worſhip it was, it muſt be relative, i. e, 
given to the Image for the ſake of Chriſt repreſented by it. 
Concil. Ti. (3+) If the People believe any Divinity to be in the Images, or put any 
dent. Seff. Truſt or Confidence in them; then the Council of Trent it ſelf owns ſuch 
70 to be like the Heathen: Idolaters. Now, how ſhall .it be known when 
the People believe Divinity to be in Images, but by ſome more than or- 
dinary Preſence or Operation in or by them? by their having a greater 
Opinion of one Image than of another of the ſame Perſon? by their 
going long Pilgrimages to certain Images, in hopes of relief, when they 
might eaſily cauſe Images to repreſent at home? 1 

And that ſuch are no extravagant Imaginations, is known to all who 
have heard of Loretto, or Compoſtella, or other Places nearer home. I 
need not mention the Complaints of Polydore Virgil, Caſſander, or Ni- 
celius, to this purpoſe, who all died in the Communion of the Church 
of Rome; for the ſame is very lately complained of by a conſiderable 

MoyensSurs Perſon in that Communion, who faith, The greateſt part of the Devoti- 
& u. on of the People of Italy, Spain, and Portugal, conſifts in proſtrating them- 
ee g. ſelves before Images, and going in pilgrimage to them, and hoping for re- 
. tws les He- miſſion of their Sins by ſo doing. And another very lately yields, That to 
ape avoid the peril of Idolatry, to which, (he ſaith ) the People is evidently 
115, expoſed by the uſe of Images, it would be neceſſary to take them away from 
Potretiers the Altars, and by no means to have them allowed for the Objetts of Reli- 
the & Phi. gious Worſhip. Fe Nt 115 | | 
lerene, © The Queſtion now is, Whether the Council of Trent hath taken any 
PatÞ157: effectual Courſe to prevent theſe Abuſes ? If not, what miſrepreſenting 
is it to charge the Abuſes upon the Doctrines and Practices allowed 
oy tf? - "RE 

d The Remedies preſcribed by the Council, are theſe: 

1. Declaring that there is no Divinity or Vertue in them for which they 
ſhould be worſhipped, and that nothing ts to be defired of them, or any truit 
or confidence to be put in them. " 

2. Expreſſing their earneit deſire, that if any Abuſes have crept in, they 
may be removed. 

But in the mean time the Council decrees, the Images not only to be 
wſeful to be ſet up in Churches, but to have due Honour and Worſhip gi- 
ven them there, for the fake of thoſe they repreſent , as not only putting 

Cetechic, Off the Hat, but falling down before them. And the Roman Catechiſm 

Rom. Part declares, That this Worſhip is very beneficial to the People, and ſo much is 

3 4. To be toldthem; and that Images are to be in Churches, not merely for lu. 
ſtruction, ſed ut colantur, that they may be worſhipped. 4 
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taken 777 8 7 it not then the fault of athers, and not of the Coun- 
cl if they ne WES: i od nd ohio oh ety HU zoneand ET) G1 
| | Bens the Council doth deſire Abuſes may be taken away, if any ſuch. 
le, but then it enumerates thoſe Abuſes, in Heterodox. Images, in making 
gain of , Images, in painting them too wantonlyc. but beſides, it doth. ſay; 
not ſay in the wworſbip f them; and ſo it may relate to Magick and Divi- 
nation. But that the Council could not prevent, or deſigu to prevent 


things. „ 8 DOE. axe 
1. The Council of Trent allows the higheſt. relative Worſhip to be 


the Abuſes mention d in the worſhip of Images, will appear by theſe 


Ran . | NC 4. A Tan, 2A ets 
2. It allows a Worſhip to be given to the Images themſelves too; for 
it confirms the ſecond Council of Nice, which decreed an inferior Ado- 


ration to be given to them. 


3. It diſapproves no Cuſtoms then practiſed among them in the Wor⸗ 


given to them; it ſetting no bounds to it, ſo it be for the ſake oſ he 
„ . x ' \ 1 4 . 


ſhip of Images; which were all known, and by many complained. of, 


both as Pilgrimages to them, and the carrying them about in-Proceſlion;? 


and the ſolemn Conſecration of them; the Form whereof is not only 
inſerted, but enlarged in the new Pontifical, ſince the Council of Trent. 


And it is to be obſerved, that in the old Pontifical, A. D. 1 511, there: 
is no Form for conſecrating an Image; in that of Paul the 34, it is in- 
ſerted, But out of Durandus; but in that of Clement the 8, it is put 


in 4 5 largely, and as authentically, as if it had been always there. 


And is not this the way to reform the worſhip of Images? ES 


To come now to our Author's Reflections on the Miſrepreſentation he 
fith hath been made as to this Point. ye” 


1. 4 Papitt repreſented, believes it danmable 70 roorſhip Stocks and Stones 


any ot hen Saints. 


| Theſe Expreſſions are capable of a double Senſe, and therefore this is 


not fair repreſenting. 


for God; to pray to Pictures or Images of Chriſt, the Virgin Mary, or 


1 3 To worſhip Stocks or Stones # Gods, may ſignifie two things: 
(1. 


o believe the very Stocks and Stones to be Gods. And this we 


do not charge them with. (2.) To give to Images made of Wood and 


Stone, the Worſhip due only to God; and ſo by conſtru ion of the Fact, 
to make them God's, by giving them Divine Worſhip, And if they will 


clear themſelves of rhis, they muſt either prove that External Adoration 


is no part of Divine Worſhip, (notwithſtanding the Scripture makes it 


ſo, and all the reſt of Mankind look upon it as ſuch, even Jews, Turks, 
and Infidels) or that their external Adoration hath no reſpe& to the 


[mages, (which is contrary to the Council of Trent) or that Divine 


Worſhip being due to the Being repreſented, it may be likewiſe given to 
the Image. And how then could the Gnoſticks be condemned for giving 
Divine Worſhip to the Image of Chriſt, which Bellarmine confeſſes; and 

is affirmed by Irenæus, Epiphanius, 8. Auguſtine and Damaſcen 2 

(.) To pray to Images of Chrift, or the 

taken in two 4 (I.) To pray to them, ſo as to expect to be heard 
by the mere Images, and ſo we do not charge them with it. (.) To 

ray to them, ſo as to expect to be rather heard by themſelves for pray- 
ing to them by their Images. And 5 this be not ſo, to what end are 
x e ce the 


le ed Virgin, may likewiſe be 
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But what could the Council do more, than to defire all Abuſes may be 
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the Prayers made in the Conſecration of Images, for thoſe that ſhall | 
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pray before them To what purpoſe do ſo many go in long Pilgrimages 
to certain Images, if they do not hope to be better heard for praying 
there dit lk e SL ew Yb 0-00 Fete of ee 
But he goes on: 2. He keeps them by him indeed, to keep in bis ming 
the memory of the things repreſented by them. And is this all in good 


Truth? We will never quarrel with them, if this be true repreſenting. 


No, that he dares not ſay. 5 3 4 
But, 3. He ic taught to uſe them, p. 2. But how? by caſting bis Be 
upon the Pictures, or Images, and thence to raiſe his Heart to the Proto. 


types. And is this all yet? No. 


But, 4. He finds a double conveniency in the uſe of them: (15 They 


repreſent, at one glance; and Men may eafily make good Reflections, as 


«pon the fight of a Death's-Head, or old Time painted with his Fore-lock, 
Hour-Glaſs, and Sythe. And will he undertake that Images ſhall be 


| uſed in Churches for no other end? Was the Picture of old Time ever 


conſecrated, or placed upon the Altar, or elſewhere, that it might be wor- 
ſhipped. as the Roman Catechiſm ſpeaks of their Images. (2.) They cure 
Diſtractions, for they call back his wandring Thoughts to the right Objef, 
What is this right Olject? the Image, or the Perſon repreſented ? And 
that muſt be either a Creature, or God himſelf. If it be a Creature, 
doth not this imply, that it is made a right Object of worſhip ? If God 
himſelf, how doth an Image cure our diſtraction, in the worſhip of an 
infinite inviſible Being, when the very Image is moſt apt to diſtract our 
Thoughts, by drawing them down from his Divine and Adorable Per- 
fections, to the groſs and mean repreſentations of an Image? But are 


vue yet come to the utmoſt uſe of them? No. 


But, 5. He cannot but love, honour, and reſpect the Images themſelves, 


for the ſake of thoſe they repreſent. Will this content them, and will 


he promiſe to go no farther ? It is hard to part upon Terms of mere Re- 
ſpect, and decent Regard, where there is no encroachment upon Divine 


Worſhip. And here we are at a ſtand. _ ; 


But he goes farther. 6. And ſo he is come at laſt, to J. eneration be- 
fore Images. And is this all? Dares he deny Veneration to Images, when 
the Council of Trent hath determined it? Eiſy, venerationem impartien- 
dam? What, is this Veneration before Images only? Bellarmine hath 2 
Chapter on purpoſe to prove, that true and proper Worſhip is to be given 
to Images. And was he a Miſrepreſenter ® Suarez ſaith, It is an Arti- 
cle of Faith, that worſhip is'to be given to them, But if the Veneration 
be only before them, why are they conſecrated, and ſer up in Places pro- 
per for Adoration ? „ . 

But, 7. To ſatisfi2 any one that be is SON making Gods of bis Images, 
be is reaay to break them into a af "pieces, What a conſecrated 
Image? Dares he take a Crucifix from the Altar, and tear it in pieces? 
This doth not look like te Love, Honour, and Reſpe# he mentioned 
before, not to name Veneration. And I am afraid this is a ſtrain beyond 
true repreſenting : Yet at length he hath found ſome pretty Parallels for 
the Veneration of Images themſelves; and ſo we are come at laſt to the 
main Point. But this is not directly owned; yet in the way of his re- 
preſenting, it is fairly infinuated by his Parallels. 

I. A Chriſtian loves and honours his Neighbour, becauſe he bears the 
Image of God in his Soul. But doth he therefore take him and ſet him 
before him when he kneels at his Devotion, to raiſe his Mind, and cure 
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his Diſtractions? Would he ſet him upon the Altar, and burn Incenſe 
before him, becauſe of the Image of God in him? Is there no difference 
between the Object of Chriſtian Love, and of Divine Worſhip £ Nor be- 
tween a Spiritual, Inviſible, Divine Image in the Souls of Men, and a 
Material and Corporeal Repreſentation ? | 


„ 


2. Ve may kiſs and efteem the Bible, becauſ, - it contains and repreſents to 
u God's Word, But when we kiſs and eſteem the Bible, we remember 
the Second Commandment is in it; and we dare not break his Law, 


when we pretend to honour his Word. But we think there is ſome dif- 

ference between Reverence and Reſpect to the Bible, and falling down be- 

fore an Image. The Circumſtances of the one declare it to be mere Re- 

ſpe, and a Religious Decency , and if the other be not External Adora- 

tion, we know not what it is. 5 

3. A good Preacher is loved, becauſe be minds Men of their Duty. But 

what ſhould we ſay to him that ſhould therefore kneel down and ſay hir 
Prayers, and burn Candles and Incenſe before him, out of a reſpect to his 

good Doctrine? Did S. Peter, or S. Paul like this, when Men would 
have worſhipped them? A good Preacher would tell them of their Du- 

ty, as they did; and take Men off from the worſhip of any Creature, 


animate or inanimate, and direct them to worſhip God alone, who made 


Heaven and Earth. 


775 1. B. Il. Of Worſhipping Saints. 


E O R the clear ſtating this Controverſie, theſe things are to be pre- 


miſed. 
1. We do not charge them, that they make Gods of dead Men, i. e. 
that they believe the Saints to be independent Deities. For this our Au- 
thor confeſſes, were a mot damnable Idolatry. | | 
2: We do not ſay, that the State of the Church of Rome, with reſpe& 
to the worſhip of dead Men, 1s as bad as Heatheniſm, For we acknow- 
ledge the true Saints and Martyrs to have been, not only Good and Ver- 
tuous, but Extraordinary Perſons, in great Favour with God, and high- 
ly deſerving our Eſteem and Reverence, as well as Imitation; whereas 
the Heathen Deified Men, were vile and wicked Men, and deſerved not 
the common Eſteem of Mankind, according to the Accounts themſelves 
give of them. And we own the common Doctrine and Advantages of 
Chriſtianity to be preſerved in the Church of Rome. 
3. We do not deny, that they do allow ſome external Acts of Wor- 
ſhip to be ſo proper to God alone, that they ought to be given to none 
elſe beſides him. And this they call Latria; and we ſhall never diſpute 
with them about the proper ſignification of a Word, when the Senſe 1s 


agreed, unleſs they draw Inferences from it, which ought not to be al- 


lowed: To this Latria, they refer not only Sacrifice, but all that re- 
lates to it, as Temples, Altars, and Prieſts: ſo that, by their own con- 
feſſion, to make theſe immediately and properly to the Honour of any 
Saint, is to make a God of that Saint, and to commit Idolatry. 

4. They confeſs, that to pray to Saints, to beſtow Spiritual or Tem- 
poral Gifts upon us, were to give them the Worſhip proper to God, 
who is the only Giver of all good Things. For elſe I do not under- 

| Ee e e 2 | ſtand, 


— Ire 
— «˙ m ˙ » ũůmù U — 
—— As 


— — 


* 


22 75 * of 1 — 2 0 1 Wu by 
rler e 3 d 


626 TY The Doctrines and Practices 


3 4 5 e 24 * S: , 
2 * en — Mey — \ 


ſtand, why they ſhould take ſo much pains to let us know, that what- 
ever the Forms of their Prayers and Hymns are, yet the Intention and 
Spirit of the Church, is only to deſire them to pray for us, and to ob- 
tain things for us by their Interceſſion with God. | 
Hut two things cannot be denied by them. 

I. That they do uſe ſolemn Invocation of Saints in Places of Divine 
Worſhip, at the ſame time they make their Addreſſes to God himſelf, 
with all the Circumſtances of External Adoration, with bended Knees, 


and Eves lifted up to Heaven; and that this Practice is according to the 


8. 25. Council of Trent, which not only decrees an humble Invocation of them, 
but declares it to be Impiety to conderan mental and vocal Supplication 
to the Saints in Heaven. | 5 | 

2. That they do own making the Saints in Heaven to be their Medi- 
tors of Interceſſion, but not of Redemption, although Chriſt be our 

Metiator in both ſenſes. 

agu upon theſe two Points this Controverſie depends. 

Let 6 now ſee what our Repreſenter ſaith to them. 

Church teaches him indeed, and he believes that it is good and 


£r:itable to deſire the interceſſion of the Saints reigning with Chrift in Hea- 


ven; but that they are either Gods, or his Redeemers, he is no where 
taright, but deteſts all ſuch Doctrine. | 

There are two ways of deſiring Interceſſion of others for us. 

1. By way of Friendly Requeſt, as an Act of mutual Charity; and fo, 
no doubt, we may deſire others here on Earth to pray for us. 

2. By way of Humble Supplication, with all the external Acts of A- 
doration: and we cannot think S. Peter, or S. Paul, who refuſed any 
thing like Adoration from Men, would have been pleaſed to have ſeen 
Men fall down upon their Knees before thern ; and in the ſame poſture 
of Devotion in which they were praying to Almighty God, to put their 
Names into the middle of their Litanies, and ſo pray them then to pray 
tor them. | : | | 

But how are we fure that their Church teaches no more than this? J 
have read over and over the Council of Trent, and the Roman Catechiſm 
about it, and I can find no ſuch limitation of their ſenſe there, where, 
if any where, it ought to be found. The Council of Trent mentions 
both the Prayers, and the Help and Afſiſtance of the Saints which they 
are to fly to. If this Help and Aliſtancè be no more than their Prayers, 
why is it mentioned as diſtin 2 Why is their reigning together with 
Chriſt in Heaven ſpoken of, but to let us underſtand they have a Power 
to Help and Aſſitt? For what is their Reigning to their Praying for us? 
But I have a farther Argument to prove the Council meant more, vis 
the Council knew the common Practice and Forms of Invocation then 
uſed and allowed, and the general Opinion, that the'Saints had power 
to Help and Aſſiſt thoſe who prayed to them. If the Council did not 
approve this, why did it inſert the very Words upon which that Practice 
was grounded? They likewiſe very well knew the Complaints which 

had been made of theſe things; and ſome of their own Communion 
os cried ſhame upon ſome of their Hymns. Wicelius faith, one of them, 
buſuum, | Salbe Regina, &c. ] #s full of downright Impiety, and horrible Superſtiti- 
vives in on, and that others are wholly inexcuſable, Lud. Vives had faid, He 
Aug. de Ci- found little difference in the Peoples Opinion of their Saints in many things, 
1 from what the Heathens had of their Gods. Theſe things were known; 
and it was in their Power to have redreſſed them, by deelaring my = 
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was to be underſtood by them, but praying to them to pray for them. 
Beſides, the Council of Trent, in the very fame Seſſion, took care about 
reforming the Miſſal and Breviary ;, why was no care taken to reform 
theſe Prayers and Hymms, which they ſay are not to be conſtrued by 
the Senſe of the Words, but by the Senſe of the Church? There was 
time enough taken for doing it; for the Refermed Miſſal was not pub- 
liſhed till ſix Years after the Council, nor the Breviary till four. In all 
that time, the Prayers and Hymns might eaſily have been altered to the 


Senſe of the Church, if that were truly ſo. But inſtead of that, a very 


late French Writer cries out of the neceſſity of Reforming the Breviaries Entretiens 
as to theſe things ; wherein he confeſſes, Many Hymns are- #ill re- 2 * 
maining, wherein thoſe things ave aſked of Saints, which ought to be lerene. bart. 
aſked of God alone; as being delivered from the Chains of our Sins, be- 2. p. 160, 


ing preſerved from Spiritual Maladies, and Hell Fire; being inflamed 163, 165, 


ꝛcith Charity, and made fit for Heaven. In good Conſcience, faith he, 


is not this joining the Saints with God himſelf, to aſk thoſe things of them 
which God . can give ® And wen Pods err 5 So of 
the Church, he confeſſes the very Forms, and natural Senſe of the 
phi „ do raiſe another Idea in Mens Minds, which ought to be pre- 
vented, ; 

But doth not the Roman Catechiſm explain this to be the Senſe of the 
Church? I have examined that too, with all the care I could, about 
this Matter. And I cannot find any neceſſity from thence of putting 
this Senſe upon them. I grant in one place, where it explains the dif- catech. , 
ference of the Invocation of God and Saints, it ſaith, We are to pray ere if 
God as the Giver, and to Saints, that they would obtain things of Gold OP 
for t; and then it adds, the Forms differ, that to God, is Miſerere No- 
bis, and Audi Nos; that to Saints is, Ora pro Nobis. Very well! And 
is there then no other Form owned or allowed in the Church of .Rome to 
Saints beſides this? Hold a little, faith the Catechiſm, for it is lawful 
to make uſe of another Form; and that is, we may pray to Saints too, 
Ur noſtri miſeriantur. And how doth this now differ from that to God, 


but only in Number? But it adds, thar the Saints are very pitiful ; 


then ſurely we are encouraged: to pray to them for help and pity, Tus, 


faith the Cathechiſm, we may pray to them, that being moved with pity 


toward us, they would help us with their Favour and Interceſſion with Cech, 
God. But yet this doth not clear the Matter; for elſewhere the Roman 1. , © * 
Catechiſm attributes more to Saints than mere Interceſſion; and we may Cumpreſint 
pray to them for what is in their Power: For where it undertakes to en 
give an exact Account of the Reaſon of Invocation of Saints and An- noſftrarum 

gels ;, it there parallels them with . under a Hing, and faith, „ 
they are God's Miniſters in governing the Church; Invocandi itaque ſunt Bellarm. de 

quod & perpetuo Deum intuentur, & Patrocinium Salutis noſtræ libentiſ- "4 Bea- 
fime ſuſciprunt, -What is this Patrocinium ſalutis noſtre ? Is it only 20. 5. hg 
Praying and Interceſſion with God? That cannot be; for it inſtances %. Nm 
preſently in deliverances by Angels, and Jacob's praying to the Angel to eats od 
bleſs him, and not merely to intercede for him. But though this is etiam d pi. 
ſpoken of Angels, yet from hence it -infers the Invocation of Saints too, 11%" >, 
But what need we inſiſt more on this, ſince they do own the Miniſtry of numRegigy 
Saints as well as Angels, with reſpe& to the Church; and do Canoni xe fer, 

Saints for particular Countries, as lately St. Roſa for Peru. And where ventes. L. 


there is ſuch a particular Protection ſuppoſed, what mcongruity is it 44 18. 
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to interpret the Form of their Prayers, according to a Doctrine ſo re- 
ceived and allowed? But of this more under the next Head. 


2. He confeſſes that we are all redeemed bythe Blood of Chriit alone, and 


that he is our only Mediator of Redemption; but as for Mediators of Interceſſi- 
on, he doth not doubt but it is acceptable with God we ſhould have many. 

I would aſk, concerning this Diſtinction, the Queſtion which Chri# 
alked concerning John's Baptiſm, Is it from Heaven or of Man? No 
doubt there may be ſuch a Diſtinction of Mediators, if God pleaſe to 
make them, But who hath Authority to appoint Mediators with him 
beſides himſelf ? Is it not uſurping his Prerogative, to appoint the great 
Officers of his Kingdom for him 2 Would any Prince upon, Earth al- 


low this, vis. when he hath abſolutely declared his Pleaſure, that his 


own Son ſhould preſent Petitions to him, that others ſhould take upon 


them to ſet up Maſters of Requeſts themſelves > Can any thing be 
plainer in the New Teſtament, than that God hath appointed the Me- 


John 14. diator of Redemption, to be our Mediator of Interceſſion 2 And that his 
13:14, 16, Interceſſion is founded upon his Redemption? As the High-Prieſt's going 


23, 24. 
Heb. 


7. 25. into the Holy of Holies to intercede for the People, was upon the Blood 


8. 9. 7,24 of the Sacrifice cf Expiation, which he carried in with him. If there 


_ 1John 2.1. 


were no Revelation in this Matter, there might be ſome reaſon for it. 
But ſince the Revelation is ſo clear in it, this Diſtinction looks juſt like 
the Socinians Diſtinction of a God by Nature, and a God by Office, which 
was framed on purpoſe to avoid the plain Text of Scripture which called 


iTim.2, «Chriſt God. So doth this look as if it were intended to avoid that clear 


Text, which faith, There is one Mediator between God and Men, the Man 


_ Chriſt Jeſus. Which is preſently anſwered with this Diſtinction; altho' 


there be not the leaſt ground in that, or any other Text for it. 
Tes, faith our Author, Moſes was ſuch a Mediator for the Iſraelites; 


Job for his three Friends; Stephen for his Perſecutors : The Romans 


were deſired by St. Paul to be his Mediator, and the Corinthians and 
Epheſians; ſo almoſt every ſick Perſon deſires the Congregation to be his Me- 


dliator, that is, to be remembred in their Prayers. P. 4. 5. 


But is there no difference between Men praying for one another, and 
defiring others to pray for them here on Earth, and an humble Invoca- 
tion of the Saints in Heaven to be our Mediators of Interceſſion with 
God there ? | f = 

There is-a threefold diſparity in the Caſe. 

1. Here upon Earth we muſt converſe with one another as Fellow- 
Creatures, and there 1s no danger of our having an Opinion thereby, 
that we are able to aſſiſt one another any other way than by our Prayers. 
But the Caſe is very different as to the Saints in Heaven, who by being 
addreſſed to there by ſuch ſolemn Invocation, may too eaſily be con- 

ceived to have the Power of beſtowing ſuch Bleſſings upon thoſe who 
call upon them. 

2. Heaven 1s look'd on by all Mankind who. dire& their Devotions 
thither, as the particular 'Throne of God, where he dwells, and dil- 
covers himſelf after another manner than he doth upon Earth. And 
we are directed to pray to our Father in Heaven; where he is repre- 
ſented as infinitely above all his Creatures; and the great Concernment 
of Religion 1s, to keep up the apprehenſion of this diſtance between 
him and them. Now it is hardly poſſible to keep it up, if in the Pub- 
lick Offices of Religion, in the ſolemneſt poſtures of Devotion, with 


Eyes lifted up to Heaven, they do make Addreſſes, both to God and to 
his Creatures. | 3. Men 


ö \ 
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: 3. Men are ſure, when they pray to others on Earth to pray for 
ou * them, that they do no more than they can juſtify in pdint of Diſcrez » / 
* tion, when they ſpeak or write to thoſe that can underſtand what their 
deſire is: But no Man on Earth can be certain that the Saints in Hea- 
5 ven can do it: For it is agreed they cannot do it without Revelazign,, 
# and no Man can be aſſured there is a Revelation; and it is not cen? 
able to expe it; for they pray to Saints to pray to God for them, ind 
m they cannot tell what Hey pray for, unleſs God to whom they are, to 
at pray, reveal to them what it is they muſt pray unto hit for. Is it not 
. then the better, the ſafer, the wiſer way, to make our Prayers to him, 
2 whig we are ſure is able to hear and help us; and hath promiſed to grant 
. bit ve alk in his Son's Name?, But there is u0 other Nome, either r,, 
iu der Heaven, or in Heaven, whereby we can, be ' ſaved, or our Prayers 
A „ RE OL a banda Lot 
is But our Author, ſaith, Ir, is no part of bit Faith, how the Saints in 
G Heiven know the Projers and veel of fuch who adreſs thenſtlves 
hy „ e RF, ag x FO + WA . 
1 ; Bür Low comes it to be anypart of his Faith, that they know them? ; 
i. However he doth not doubt but Ga can neuer want me of letting the 
G Saints know them, p. 6. And is this a ſufficient round Ef lemn Invo⸗ 
h cation of Saints? God doth not want Means to let the Emperor of Fa- — 
0 pan know a Requeſt any one here hath to make to him”; but is this 3 
Ir reaſonable Ground, for him at this diſtance to make it to him? Goc 3 
1 doth not want means to let the Pope know what a mighty Service it 
0 would be to the Chriſtian World, to make à wiſe and en Chriſtian- 
Reformation in the Church? but would this be a Ground ſufficient for | 
r; me at this Diſtance, to make a Speech to him about it? I knew a Man 
bh who underſtood not a word of Latin, but yet would needs go to hear a 
F Latin Sermon : ſome aſked him afterwards what he meant by it? and 
5 the chief Reaſon he gave was much like this, God did not want Means 
to let bim know what the Preacher meant, © \ 
d WW But after all; Suppoſe God ſhould make , known to the Saints what is 
1 deſired of them: I aſk, Whether this be a ſufficient Ground for ſolemn | 
h Invocation > When Socinus was not able to defend the Invocation of Chriſt 
bimſelf, ſuppoſing that he could know our Hearts only by Revelation: 
and he had nothing material to ſay, but only that there was 2 Com- 
7- 8 for it; which can never be ſo much as pretended in this 
a We 3 ee es 3 
4 As to what he alleadges of the Elders falling down before the Lamb, 
9 having Vials full of Odours, which are the Prayers of the Saints, 125 
1- 5. 8. It muſt be ſtrained hard to be brought to this purpoſe, w o* „ant 
0 both Ancient and Modern Interpreters take it for a Repreſentation of — 
what was done upon Earth, and not in Heaven. And if it were in 
1s Heaven, Proplietical Viſions were never intended for a meaſure of our 
ſ- Duties. Vibe Angels do pray for Mankind, Zech. 1. 12. Doth it 
d therefore follow we muſt pray to them ? But we ay, as the Angel 
> did to St. John, Revel. 19. 10. in a like Caſe, See thou do it not: wor- 
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| Jer is no need of farther ſtating the Queſtion; this only relating to 
1 che extraordinary Service of the Bleſſed Virgin. And therefore 


we are preſently to attend his Motions. 


| | ; MAE wn Wis VETIG A 213 T6117 1} e 1297 
He believes it damnable to think the Virgin Mary more powerful in Hea- 


ven than Chriſt, or that ſhe can in any obe commend him. p. 6. 
But in good earneſt, is it not damnabl 


Bleſſed Virgin more powerful than Chri 2 Suppoſe one ſhou'd think her 


to have an equal ſbare of Power with Chrift , Is this damnable, or not? 1s 
it not ſetting up a Creature equal with Gol?  , _ .. _ 
But what thinks he then of . thoſe 


” 


* 


| hoſe who have attributed ah univerfal 
Dominion to her, over Angels, Men, and Devils? What thinks he not- 
only of Pſalters, but of a Creed, Litany, and all the Hymns of Scripture 
$.Bonavent being applied to her? All which was done by a Canonized Saint in their 
4 44% f. Church; and the Books printed out of the Vatican Manuſcripts, and 
dedicated to the Pope. And there we find ſomething more than an Ora 
pro nobis in the Litany; for there is Parce nobis, Domina, Spare us, good 
Lady: and Ab omni malo, libera nos, Domina: From all evil good Lady, 
deliver us. 3 e 
S. Berna- What thinks he of another Canonized Saint, who ſaid, theſe two 
= kr: Propoſitions are both true, Al things are ſubject to God's Command, even 
nardin2 the Virgin; and all things are ſubjett to the Command of the Virgin, even 
% pat God. Was this damnable in a Canoniz d Saint? | 
12. Serm. 2. What thinks he of the noted Hymn? 


- 


O felix Puerpera noſtra 2 ſcelera 
Jure Matris impera Redemptori ! 


Balingham Was not this damnable? And I have not only ſeen it in the old Paris 
Parneſ. Miſſal, but Balingham a Jeſuit, ſaith, it was in the Miſſals of Tournay, 
arian. p. ; . 
208. Liege, Amiens, Artois, and the Old Roman, I could produce many o- 
ther Paſſages cited by him out of the old Offices to the ſame purpoſe , 
but I forbear. = | 


Mendoza, But I cannot omit the Approbation given to the blaſphemous ſaying 
. Pell. of S. Bernardin by Mendoza, (who endeavours to prove the bleſſed Vir. 
1, & 4. gin Kingdom, not to be a Metaphorical, but a true and real Kingdom.) 
none: og By TEL another noted Jeſuit, who ſaith, Her ny der is 4s 
Concept. large as ber Son's. And we have lately ſeen how far this 


vinity is 
c. 22. ſpread, for not many years ſince, this Propoſition was ſent gen 


Mexico, | 
Hier. Pers Filius non tantum tenetur audire Matrem, ſed & obedire; 
de Nutros © F 
Lapidicina 


Sacra, Tr. i. The Son is bound not only to hear, but to obey his Mother. And is it 

del 12. ſtill damnable for to ſay, ſhe commands him ? 3 

Paze 9. But our Author faith, What ever eſteem they have for her, They 
own ber ſtill as a Creature. ls he ſure of that? What thinks he of 


| Viridar, another Saying, which Mendoza approves of, vis. of Chriſt's ſaying 


Sacr. I. 2. to his Mother, As thou haſt communicated Humanity to me, I will con. 


Probl. 2. 


N. 11. municat? my Deity 70 thee f | But 
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I grant it. But I have ſomething conſiderable to reply, viz. That we 

way eaſily judge which way the Guides of that Church incline, by this 
following paſſage : About ten years ſince a Gentleman of that Commu- =—_ 
nion publiſhed a Book, called, Wholſome Advice to the Worſhippers of the ws 3 
bleſſed Virgin; and the whole deſign of it, being printed in Latin and fers 1. 
French, was to bring the People of that Church to a bare Oro pro nobis S. Vierge 
to the bleſſed Virgin. But this was ſo far from being approved, that Deb 
the Book was condemned at Rome, and vehemently oppoſed by the Je- leber Craſ- 


ſuits in France, and a whole Volume publiſhed againſt it. ding 


Here I haye reaſon to enquire, Whether the Virgin Mary then, accor- 
ding to the ſenſe of the Church of Rome, be only a Mediatrix of Inter- 
„ or not, ſince ſo large Power and Dominion is attributed to her? 
And why ſhould not her Suppliants go beyond an Ora pro nobis, if this 
Doctrine be received, as it muſt be, if the contrary cannot be endured? 

For that Author allowed her Interceſſibn and Prayer to her on that ac> 
count; but he found fault with thoſe who aid ſbe had a Kingdom divi- Morita Sa- 
ded with her Son; that ſpe was the Mother of Mercy, or was 4 Co-Savi- V. inte 
our, or Co-Redemptrix; or that ſhe was to be worſhipped with Latria; or ad Cultores 
that Men were to be Slaves to ber. Now, if theſe things muſt not be , 12 > 
touched without Cenſure, and no Cenſure paſs on the other Books; is n. 56. 5. 4: 
it not eaſie to judge which is more agreeable to the Spirit of the Guides 
of that Church ? 12 eg oF : 5 

But we have a freſh Inſtance of this kind at home, in a Book very 3 
lately publiſhed, Permiſſis Superiorum., There we are told in the Epi- Life and 
{tle, That not only tbe bleſſed Virgin is the Empreſs of Seraphims——— Glory of 
the moſt exact Original of 232 Perfection, which the Onmipotency of _ 
God ever drew; but that by innumerable Titles ſhe claims the utmoft Du- of Jeſus, , 
ty of every Chriſtian, as a proper Homage to her Greatneſs. What can be “ Ps. 
{aid more of the Son of God in our Nature? In the Book it ſelf ſhe is 
{aid to be Queen of Angels, Patroneſs of the Church, Advocate of Sins Page 4. 
ners; that the Power of Mary in the Kingdom q Fe „is ſuitable to her page 8. 
Maternity, and other Privileges of Grace, and therefore by it ſhe juſtly 
claims a ſervitude from all pure Creatures. But wherein doth this ſpecial 
Devotion to her conſiſt? He names ſeveral Particulars. - 
I. In having an inward, cordial, and paſſionate value of the Materni- 
ty of Mary, and all other Excellencies proper to, and inſeparable from the 
Mother of Gel.. R a i ono omen gn ; 

2. In external As of worſhip, of eminent Servitude towards her, by 
reaſon of the amplitude of her Power in the Empire of Jeſus. And can 
we imagine theſe ſhould go no farther, than a poor Ora pro nobis? He 
inſtances in theſe external Acts of her worſhip. (I.) Frequent viſtting 
boly Places dedicated to ber Honour. And are not thoſe her Temples 


then? which Bel/armine confeſſeth to be a peculiar, part of the Wor- Bellarmin 


ſhip due to God. And the diſtinction of Bafilice cannot hold here, be- 50. . 
cauſe he. believes the Aſſumption of the Bleſſed Virgin; and he will c. 4. int. 
not pretend to her Honour is only for Diſcrimination. '! (2.) A ſpectal 
Reverence towards Images repreſenting her Perſon, (3.) Performing ſome 

daily Devotions containing her Praiſes, congratulating her Excellency, or 
M ring her Mediation; and by oft calling upon the ſacred Name of bol 
Mary, c. . 3g ry Brits \ 
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Tage 12. 


Page 14. 


Page 22; 


3. In baving a firm and unſbaken Confidence in her Patronage, amidit 


the greateft of our inward Conflicts, and outward Tribulations; through 
a ſtrong Judgment of her eminent Power tvithin the Empire of Jeſus, 
grounded upon the ſingular Prerogative of ber Divine Maternity. 1 
have not Patience to tranſcribe more, 'but refer the Reader to the Book 


it ſelf; only the eighth Particular of ſpecial Devotion is ſo remarkable, 


that it ought not to be paſſed over, vis. Entring à ſolemn Covenant with 
holy Mary, to be for ever ber Servant, Client, and Devote, under ſome 
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Concerns, Actions, and all the Moments and Events of our Life to Jeſis, 
under the protection of bis Divine Mother, chuſmg her to be our Adoptive 
Mother, Patroneſs, and Advocate, and entruſting ber with what we are, 
have, do, or hope, in Life, Death, and through all Eternity, And is all 
this no more than an Ora pro nobis ? And it follows, Put your ſelf 1whol- 
ly under her protection. What a pitiful thing was the old Collyridian Cake, 
in compariſon of theſe ſpecial Acts of Devotion to her! But there are 
ſome extraordinary Strains of Devotion afterwards, which it is pity to 
paſs over: As, I will ever obſerve thee as my Sovereign Lady, Adoptive 
Mother, and moft powerful Patroneſs, relying on thy Bowels of Mercy, in 


all my Wants, Petitions, and Tribulations of Body and Mind. Could any 


Page 24. 


Page 25. 


thing greater be ſaid to the Eternal Son of God? And in the Praiſe: 


Verſe. Open my Lips, O Mother of Jeſus! 
Reſp. And my Soul ſball ſpeak forth thy Praiſe. 
Verſe. Divine Lady, be intent to my Aid, 
Reſp. Graciouſly make haſte to help me. 
Verſe. Glory be to Jeſus and Mary. 
| Reſp. As it was, is, and ever ſhall be, | 
Then follows the Eighth P/alm, applied thus to her. 
Mary, Mother of Feſus, bow wonderful is thy Name, even unto the ends 
of the Earth ! is "A 
All Magnificence be given to Mary, and let ber be exalted above the 
Stars and Angels. | | 0 
Reign on high as Queen of Seraphims and Saints; and be thou crown- 
ed with Honour and Glory, &c. | | 
Glory be to Jeſus and Mary, Gc. | 
In the next Page follows a Cantique, in imitation of the Te Deum. 


Let us praiſe thee, O Mother of Feſus! Let us acknowledge thee our 


Sovereign Lady. 


Let Men and Angels give Honour to thee, the firft conceived of all pure 
Creatures, &c. | 


* 


I think I need mention no more; only three things I ſhall obſerve: 


(I.) That this is now printed Permiſſu Superiorum; and we thank them for 
the ſeaſonableneſs of it, in helping us in true Repreſenting, what their 
allowed Doctrines and Practices are, (2.) That this is publiſhed in 
Engliſh, that our People, as well as theirs, may be convinced how far 
we have been from unjuſt charging them as to ſuch things as theſe. 
(3.) That at the fame time they plead for keeping the Bible out of the 
hands of the People; wherein their Diſcretion is ſo far to be com- 
mended, fince the Scripture, and this new Scheme of Devotion, can 
never ſtand together. There being not one word in the Bible towards 
it, but very much againſt it; and the Pſalms and Hymns niuſt be bur- 
leſqud to ſound that way. TY, | 
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But what faith our Author to their Roſaries, wherein there are ten - 
Ave Maries te one Pater noſter; which is accounted a ſpecial piece of De- 
votion; and great things are ſaid of the effects of it by Alanus de Rupe, 
and many others. Bo ee e 411t (699 

1. As to the Ave Maries, he ſaith, there is. no more diſbonour to God in 
reciting the Angelical Salutation, than in the. firft pronouncing it by the An- 
gel Gabriel and Elizabeth. But it may not be. altogether ſo pertinent. 
But doth he really think they ſaid the whole Ave Maria, as it is uſed 
among them? Did the Angel and Eligabeth ſay, Sancta Maria, Mater 


Dei, ora pro nobis peccatoribus, minc & in hora mortis noſtræ ? If not to 


what purpoſe are they mentioned here? N 

2. As to the Repetition; that, he ſaith, ig no more an idle Superſtition, 

than David's repeating the ſame words twenty ſix times in the 136 Pſalm. 

But what is this to the Queſtion, why more Supplications to the bleſſed 

Virgin than to Cbriſt? and not one word of anſwer is given to it. But Atanus de | 
Alanus de Rape anſwers it roundly, Becauſe the. bleſſed Virgin is our —— de uſu 
Mediatrix to Chrift the Mother of Mercy, and the ſpecial Patroneſs of th 3 
Sinners. This is indeed true repreſentinmg. Dor 
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IV. Of paying Divine W orſbip to Reliques. 


* . 


I"OR the right underſtanding, this Controverſie, we are to con- 
ſider, "hed f | . | 

1. That there is a due Veneration to the Bodies of Saints and Mar- 

tyrs, allowed on both ſides; and there is, an undue wotſhip of them, 

which is diſowned on both ſides. The due Veneration is, a religious 

Decency to be obſerved towards them; which lies in avoiding any thing 

like Contempt or Diſhonour to them; and uſing all ſuch 'Teſtimonies of 

Reſpe& and Deceney, which becomes the Remains of excellent Perſons; 
rovided we are ſatisfied of their Sincerity, without having recourſe to 

Divine Omnipotency to prove them: which Ferrandus the Jeſuit runs ſo perandi. 
much to, to prove the Truth of many Reliques, worſhipped in the Piſuifitio 
Church of Rome in many places at once. But that it is poſſible to ex- f %% 
ceed in the worſhip of true Reliques, even Bellarmin confeſſes, who ſays, 
that God took away the Body of Moles, leit the People ſhould give Divine 
Worſhip to it. And St. Ferom, as hot as'he was againſt Vigilantius, yet De Ing. 
he utterly denied giving any Adoration to the Reliques of Martyrs. It Sand. J. 2. 
ſeems then it is very pollible to exceed that way. * 

2. The Queſtion then is, Whether thoſe Acts of Worſhip which are 
allowed in the Church of Rome, do not go beyond due Veneration? 
For it is unreaſonable to ſuppoſe thoſe who give it, to believe thoſe 

Keliques to be Gods; and therefore it muſt be ſuch a Worſhip as 
is given to them, ſuppoſing them to be only Reliques of ſuch Perſons. 
The Council of Trent decrees Honour and Veneration to be given to 
them, but never determines what is due, and what not: it forbids all 
Exceſſes in drinking and eating, in the viſiting of Reliques; but not a 

ord of Exceſles in worſhipping of them, unleſs it be comprehended un- 
a the name of Superſtition, But Swper/ticion lies in ſomething forbidden, 
according to their notion of it: therefore, if there be no Prohibition by 
the Church, there can be no Superſtition in the worſhip of them. And 
if they had thought there had been any in the known Practices of the 
| Ar Church, 
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Church, they would certainly have mentioned them ; and becauſe they 
did not, we ought in Reaſon to look on them as allowed. And yet 


not only Caſſander complains of the great Superſtition about them; but 


even the Wallenbergii lately confeſs, that the Abuſes tliereim, have not 
only been offenſive to us, but to themſelves too. V 
But what ſaith our Ræpreſenter to them? 


He believes it damnable to think thete's any Divinity in the Relicks 9 p 


Saints, or to adore them with Divine Honour, p. 7. But what is this 
adoring them with Divine Honour ? A true Repreſenter ought to have 
told us what he meant by it, when the whole Controverſie depends upon 
it. Is it only ſaying Maſs to Relicks, or believing them to be Gods? Js 
there no giving. 1 Honour by Proſtration, burning of Incenſe, Oc. 
Nothing in expecting help from them? Yes, If it be from any hidden 
Power of their own, But here is a very hard Queſtion : If a Man doth 


not believe it to be an intrinſick Power in the Relicks, may a Man ſafely 


go to them, Opis impetrande causd, as the Council of Trent faith, in 
hopes of Relief from them? Is it not poſſible for the Devil to appear 
with Sanniel's true Body, and make uſe of the Relick of a Saint to a ve- 
ry bad end? Then, ſay I, no Relicks can ſecure Men againſt the Im- 
poſture of Evil Spirits, who, by God's” Permiſſion, may do ſtrange 
things with the very Relicks of Saints. 1 
But God hath viſibly worked by them, ſaith our Author, by making 
them Inſlruments of many Miracles; and it ts as eaſie for him to do it 
now, p. 8, 9. This is the force of all he faith. To which I anſwer. 
1. It is a very bold thing to call in God's Omnipotency, where God 
himſelf hath never declared he will uſe his Power; for it is under his 


Rabat. Foy own Command, and not ours. But there is no Reaſon to deduce the 


de F anſentſt 
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Conſequence of uſing it now, becauſe he hath done it formerly. And 


that they may not think this is cavilling in us, I deſire them to read Pere 
Annat's Anſwer to the Janſeniſts pretended Miracle at Port Royal, viz. of 
the Cure wrought by one of our Saviour's Thorns. There he gives ano- 
ther account of ſuch Miracles than would be taken from us. But where 
he faith, It ig as much for the Honour of God's Name to work ſuch Mira- 


cles now; their own Authors will tell him the contrary ; and that there 


is no ſuch Reaſon now, as in former times, when Religion was to be con- 
firmed by them; and when Martyrs ſuffered upon the ſole account of the 
Truth of it; and therefore their Reputation had a great Influence upon 
converting the unbelieving World, | f | 

2. Suppoſe it be granted, yet it proves not any Religious Worſhip to be 
given to them. For ſhall ſeriouſly ask an important Queſtion ; Whe- 
ther they do really believe, any greater Miracles have ever been done by 


Relicks, than were done by the Brazen Serpent? And yet, although that 


was ſet up by God's own Appointment; when it began to be worſhipped 
after an undue manner, it was thought fit by. Hezekiab to be broken in 
pieces. What now was the undue Worſhip they gave to it? Did they 
believe the Serpent, which could neither move nor underſtand, was it 
ſelf a God? But they did burn Incenſe to it, And did that wake a God 
of it? Suppoſe Men burn Incenſe to Reliques ; what then, are they made 
Gods preſently ? Suppoſe they do not, but place them upon Altars, 
carry them in Proceſſion, fall down before them, with intention to ſnew 
the H-nour they do them; are not theſe as much as burning a little In- 
cenſe, which could not ſignifie fo much Honour as the other do? and it 
is har then to make the one unlawful, and not the other. / 
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of the Church of ROME. 


"Here are two material Points under this Head which are to be exa- 


mined, becauſe he endeavours to ſet them off with all the advan-/ 


tage he can, viz. Adoration of the Hoſt, and Tranſubſtantiation. 


20 4: / A . I. Of the Adoration of the Hoſt. 


1. The Queſtion is far enough from being, Whether it be lawful to 
commit Idolatry ? as our Repreſenter puts it. For the Miſrepreſenter 


ſaith, That a Papiſt believes it lawful to commit Idolatry :' and to clear 


this, our Author gravely faith, He believes it unlawful to commit Idola- 


try, p. 9. As though any Men ever owned it to be lawful: Which is, 
as if the Queſtion were, Whether ſuch a Man committed Adultery, and 


he ſhould think to clear himſelf by ſaying, he believed it unlawful to 


commit Adulte 7. | | | | 
2. The Queſtion is not, Whether Chriſt may be lawfully adored by 


Fo 
ö * 


4 


us in the Celebration of the Euchariſt; which we are ſo far from deny- 


ing, that our Church requires our receiving it in the poſture of Ado- 
ration. F 1 ö | N 
3. The true Queſtion is, Whether the Body of Chriſt, being ſuppoſed to 


be preſent in the Hoſt by Tranſubſtantiation, be a ſufficient Ground to give 


the ſame Adoration to the Hoſt, which they would do to the Perſon of 
. 5 | | N 
And that this is the true ſtate of the Queſtion, will appear by theſe 
things. . * | 5 

5 The Council of Trent firſt defined Tranſubſtantiation, and from 


_ thence inferred Adoration of” the Hoſt; as is moſt evident to any one that 


will read the fourth and fifth Decrees of the Thirteenth Seſſion: Nul- 
tis itaque dubitandi locus, &c. i. e. If Tranſubſtantiation be true, then 
Adoration follows. It's true, the fixth Canon only ſpeaks of Chriſt be- 
ing there worſhipped 5 but that ought to be compared with the firſt, ſe- 
cond, and fourth Canons, where the Doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation is 
fully ſet down, as the Foundation of that Adoration, - 


2. The Adoration is not fix d on the Perſon of Chriſt, as ſeparate from 


the Hoſt, but as making one Object of Worſhip together with it. And 


ſo the Council of Trent declares iii the fixth Decree ; when it faith, The 


Sacrament is never the leſs to be adored, becauſe it was ” tuted to be re- 
ceived, This cannot be otherwiſe underſtood, than as relating to the Sa- 
crament : and ſo that whatever it be, muſt be granted to be the Object of 


Adoration. By the Sacrament, faith Cardinal Pallavicini, is under- pallaviciu- 
ſtood the Object made up of the Body of Chriſt, and the Accidents. bif. Conil. 


The Worſhip then being confeſſed to be Adoration, which is due to God . 


alone, and that Adoration directed to the Sacrament as its proper Object; 

the Queſtion now is, Whether ſuch a Suppoſition in the Sacrament, doth 

juſtifie that Adoration? ' © | | 
Our Author ſaith, He accounteth it moſt danmable to worſhip or adore 

W breaden God, or togive Divine Honour to any Elements of Bread and 
r n bony 


Then, 
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Then, I ſay, by his own confeſſion, if it be only Bread, he commits 


Idolatry; for the Adoration he cannot deny. But our Repreſenter loves 


ambiguous Expreſſions, which to the People ſound very well, but have 
no ſincere: meaning : for what is it he underſtands by his breaden God? 
If it be that he worſhips a God which himſelf ſuppoſes to be nothi 

but Bread, we do not charge him with it; but if it he what we believe 
it to be, the Subſtance of Bread, but himſelf believes to be turned into 


the Body of Chriſt, then he cannot deny his Adoration to be given 


to It. | * ay DN I DO 
All that can excuſe them is, the Suppoſition ; and whether that will 
or not, :is:now-to/be;configer'd../- ...d 

1. If it be not true, themſelves grant it to be Idolatry. The Teſti- 
monies of Biſhop Fiſher, and Coſterus, are ſo well known to this pur- 
poſe, that I ſhall not repeat them. And: Catharinus, a Divine of Note 
in the Council of Trent, confeſſes it is Idolatry to worſhip an unconſe- 
crated Hoſt; although the Perſon, through a Miſtake, believes it Con- 


ſecrated. And he quotes St. Thomas and Paludants for his Opinion; 


and gives this Reaſon for it; 5ecauſe Chriſt is not worſhipped ſomply in the 
Sacrament, but as he is under the Species; and therefore if he be not ſo 
preſent, a Creature bath Divine Worſhip given it. As thoſe were guilty of 
Idolatry, who worſhipped any Creatures of old, ſuppoſmg- God to be there, 
as that he was the Soul of the World, They were not excuſed, ſaith he, 
that they thought they worſhipped but one God; becauſe they worſhipped 
him as preſent in ſuch a manner as he was not, And this Book of his, he 


1 


faith, in the Review of it, 20 ſeen and approved by the Pope's Order, by 


their Divines at Paris. Dine) 

2. If the Bread were taken to be God, our Author doth not deny it 
would be Idolatry, for that were to worſhip a breaden God. Yet here 
would be a Miſtake, and a groſs one; yet this Miſtake would not ex- 
cuſe the Perſons committing it from moſt damnable Idolatry, as he con- 
feſſes: Why then ſhould, the other Miſtake excuſe them, when they 


ſuppoſe the Subſtance of the Bread not to be there, but the Body of 


* 


Chriſt to be under the Species? Tes, ſay they, then no Creature is ſup- 
poſed to be the Object of Worſhip. But when the Bread is ſuppoſed to 
be God, it muſt be ſuppoſed not to be a Creature, There 1s no An- 
{wer to be given in this Caſe, but that the Bread really is a Creature, 
whatſoever they imagined , and if this Miſtake did not excuſe, neither 


can the other, | 5 £2 A x, 
A 4 oh Of Tranfulſtantiation. 8 5 5 


Three Things our Author goes upon, with reſpect to this. 

1. He ſuppoſes Chriſt's words to be clear for it. ” 

2. He ſhews the poſſibility of it, from God's Oninipotency. 

3. He argues againſt the T 

in this Cafe, from ſome parallel Inſtances, as he thinks. 

1. He believes Feſus Chriſt made his Words good, pronounced at his laſt 
Supper, really giving his Body and Blood to his 2 5 the Subſtance f 
Bread and Wine being, by his powerful Words, changed into his own Hody 
and Hlood; the Species only, or Accidents of the Bread and Wine, re- 
maining as before. The ſame he believes of the Euchariſt conſecrated now 
by Prieſts. | | 3 


This 


eſtimony or Evidence of Senſe or Reaſon 
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This is a very eaſy way, of taking it for granted that the words are 
_ tear. 1 e nagar | 7 10 — » fly to 
's Omnipotency to make it good, is as if one ſhould ſuppoſe Chriſt 
— to be turned into a Rock, a Vine, a Door; becauſe wards are 
every jot as clear, and then call in God's Omnipotęncy, which is as ef- 
ſectual to inake them good. I confeſs, theſe words are ſo far from be- 
ing clear to me for Tranſubſtantiation, that if T had never heard of it, 1 
- ſhould never have thought of it, from thieſe or any other words of Scrip- 
ture, i. e. not barely conſidering the ſound of words, but the Eaſtern 
Idioms of ſpeaking; the Circumſtances of our Saviour's real Body at 
that time when he ſpake them; the uncouth way of feeding on Chriſt's 
real Body, without any Objection made againſt it by his Diſciples; the 
Key our Saviour elſewhere gives for underſtanding the manner of cat- 
ing his Fleſh; and withal, if theſe words be * ſtricthy un- 
derſtood, they muſt make the Subſtance of Bread to be Chriſt's Body; 
| for that is unayoidably the literal ſenſe of the words. For can any Men 
take This to be any thing but this Bread, who attend to the common 
ſenſe and meaning of Words, and the ſtrict Rules of Interpretation > Yet 
this ſenſe will by no means be allow'd; for then all that can be in- 
ferr'd from theſe words is, that when Chriſt ſpake theſe words, The 
Bread was bis Body. But either Chriſt meant the Bread by This, or he 
did not; if he aid, the former Propoſition is unavoidable in the literal 
Senſe; if he did not, then by virtue of theſe words, the Bread conld 
never be turned into the Body of Chriſt.” For that only could be made 
the Body of Chriſt which was meant, when Chriſt ſaid, This is my 
Body. This ſeems to me to be as plain and convincing as any - 
ſtration in Euclid, Which hath often made me wonder at thoſe who 
talk ſo confidently of the plain Letter of Scripture, being for this Do- 
ctrine of Tranſubſtantiation. But ſeveral Divines of the Church of 
Rome, underſtood themſelves better, and have confeſſed, That this Do- 
ctrine could not he drawn out of the literal ſenſe of theſe words; as it 
were eaſy to ſhew, if it had not been lately done already. It is e- 
nough here to obſerve, that Vaſquez confeſſeth it of Scatus, Durandus, Va. in 
| Paludanus, Ockam, Cameracenſisy and himſelf 2 that they do not, 575 
and cannot ſignify expreſly the Change of the Bread and Wine into the g 
Body of Chriſt. For how can, This is my Body, literally ſignify, this 47-2 c. 3. 
is changed into my Body? If that Propoſition were literally true, This 
is my Body, it overthrows the change; For how can a thing be changed 
into · that which it is already? e err 94s” 0 8 
2. He believes 77 being equal to bis Father in Truth and Oumipo- 
tency, can make bis Words good. We do not in the leaſt diſpute Chriſts 
Omnipotency, but we may their familiar way of making uſe of it to help 
them out, when Senſe and Neaſon fail them. And therefore Cajetan carer. 
well ſaid; „We ought not to diſpute about God's abſolute Power in the in3 Part. 
„Doctrine of the Sacraments, being things of ſuch conſtant uſe; and 7%, .. 
A that it is a fooliſh thing to attribute to the Sacrament all thar Gd 
« can do. . F 
But we muſt conſider what he ſaith againſt Senſe and Reaſon. For 7 
the believing this Myſtery, be does not at all think it meet for any Chrifti- 
an to appeal from Chriſt's Words, to his omn Senſes or Reaſon, for the eu- 
mining the Truth of what be hath ſaid, but rather tu ſubmit his Senſes 
and Reaſon to Chriſt's Words in the obſequiouſneſs of Faith. What | whe- 
ther we know this to be the meaning of Chriſt's Words, or not ? _ 
| | | us 
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thus we ſhall be bound to ſubmit to every abſurd Interpretation of Scrip- 
ture, becauſe we muſt not uſe our Senſes or Reaſon for examining the 
Truth of what is ſaid there. Can any thing be plainer ſaid in Scripture, 
than that God hath Eyes, and Ears, and Hands? Muſt now every Man 
yield to this in the obſequiouſneſs of Faith, without examining it by 
Principles of Common Reaſon ? And we think we are therefore bound 
to put another Senſe upon thoſe Expreſſions, becauſe they imply a Re- 
pugnancy to the Divine Perfections. Why not then where ſomething is 
to our Senſes? But the Queſtion about judging in this Matter by our 
Senſes, is not, as our Author is willing to ſuppoſe, viz. Whether our 


Senſes are to be believed, againſt a clear and expreſs Divine Revelation; N 
but whether the Judgment of our Senſes and Reaſon is not to be made 
uſe of for finding out the true ſenſe of this Revelation? And we think - 


there is great reaſon for it. | 


(t..) Becauſe we have no more certain way of judging the Subſtance 


of a Body, than by our Senſes. We do not ſay our Senſes go beyond 
the Accidents ; but we ſay, our Senſes by thoſe Accidents, do aſſure us 


of the bodily Subſtance, or elſe it were impoſſible for us to know there 


is any ſuch thing in the World, + F or-v; 
(2.) Becauſe Chriſt did himſelf appeal to the Judgment of his Diſci- 
ples Senſes concerning the Truth of his own Body after the Reſurrection; 
a Spirit bath not Fleſb and Bones, as ye ſee me have. Now we think 
we have reaſon to allow the ſame Criterion which Chriſt himſelf did a- 
bout the very ſame Body. Unleſs he had then told his Diſciples, that 
there was to be another ſupernatural manner of Exiſtence of the ſame 
Body, concerning which their Senſes were not to be Judge. 
( 3.) Some of: the moſt important Articles of the Chriſtian Faith do 
ſuppoſe the Judgment of our Senfes to be true. As about the Truth of 
Chriſt's Body; whether he had really a Body, or only the outward Ac- 
cidents and Appearance of a Body? if he had not, he did not really 


| ſuffer upon the Croſs, and fo the Sacrifice of Propitiation there offered 
up to the Father for the Sins of Mankind, is loſt. There was a great 


Controverſy in 3 time, and afterwards, Whether Chriſt had any 
real Body? Thoſe who denied it, brought Revelation for it; thoſe 


b S. Ich. 1. who aſſerted it, proved it by their Senſes, as 8. John himſelf, That which 


175. 
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.wwe have ſeen, and heard, and aur hands haue handled, &c, He doth 
not tell Men, they muſt ſubmit their Senſe and Reaſon to the pretence 


of Revelation; but they ought to adhere to the Judgment of their Senſes 


concerning the Reality of Chriſt's Body. Since therefore Chriſt him- 


ſelf appealed to it, the Apoſtles made uſe of it, without any Caution or 


Limitation, we tiave great reaſon to rely ſtill on the Judgment of our 
Senſes concerning the ſame Object, viz. the Body of Chriſt. 
3. But we muſt now conſider his Inſtances to overthrow the Judg- 


ment of our Senſes and Reaſon in this Point. 


1. He believes Chriſt to be God, though to Senſes be ſremed nothing but 


Man. Do we ever pretend to judge of Chriſt's Divinity by our Senſes ? 

How then can this be pertinent, when our only Diſpute: is about judg- 
ing his Body, and the Subſtance of Bread and Wine by them? And 
yet the Senſes were of great uſe as to the proof his Divinity by the Mi- 
racles which he wrought; which if they had been like the ee ä 
tak $12 4 eboft 5:10 to ⁵²⁵ ( wor Sem 


implied which is repugnant to the Nature of Chriſt's Body, as well as 
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Miracles in Tranſubſtantiation, could have convinced no Man, becauſe 
they could never ſee them. 7 
2. He believes the Hoh Ghoſt deſcended on our Saviour, tho Senſes or Rea- 


ſon could diſcover it to be nothing but a Dove. If there were no reaſon to 


judge otherwiſe, the Judgment of Senſe were to be followed: But ſince 
the Scripture declares it was the Holy Ghoſt deſcending as a Dove, we 
have no reaſon to queſtion that Revelation. For we do not pretend 
that our Senſes are ſo far Judges of Divine Appearances, as to exclude 
the poſſibility of God's aſſuming the ſhape and figure of his Creature 
when he pleaſes, by moulding the Subſtance of a real Body into ſuch a 
Repreſentation. Thus we do not deny the poſſibility of an appearance 
of the Holy Ghoſt under Bread and Wine, if God thought fit, any 
more than under a Dove; and in this Caſe we do not pretend that our 
Sonſes can exclude the preſence of a Spirit under the Elements; but 
that 18 very different from the preſent Caſe, for here the Subſtance is 


| ſuppoſed to be gone, and nothing but Accidents remaining; and ng 


ſpiritual Preſence of Chriſt is denied, but that of his Body, the very 


fame Body which ſuffered on the Croſs. 


3. He believes the Man who appeared to Joſhua, (Chi 5. 130 and the 


three Men to Abraham, (Gen. 18.) were really and ſubſtantially no Men, 


notwithſtanding all the Information and Evidence of Senſe to the contrary, 
from their Colour, Features, P roportion, Talking, Eating, and many o- 
thers. And what follows from hence, but that Spiritual Inviſible Sub- 


ſtances may be under the appearance of Bodies, and that our Senſes _ 


cannot be Judges of them? Which is not our Queſtion : but, Whether 


Bodies can be ſo preſent after the manner of Spirits, as to loſe all the 
natural Properties of Bodies? and; Whether a Material Subſtance can be 
loſt, under all the Accidents proper to it, ſo as our Senſes cannot be 
proper Judges of one by the other ? | 8 

But our Author ſeems to grant this, in a natural way of the Exiſtence 
of a Body: but he ſaith, Chriſt gives to his Body a ſupernatural manner 
of Exiſtence, by which being left without extenſion of Parts, and rendred 
pars earn of Place, it may be one and the ſame in many Places at once, 
and whole in every part of the Symbols, and not obnoxious to any corpo- 
real contingences. | 


This is to me a Myſtery beyond all comprehenſion by Senſe or Rea- | 


ſon; and there 1s certainly a great difference between governing our 


Underſtandings, and giving them up, as we muſt do if this Doctrine 


hold good; for it overthrows any fixed Principles of Reaſon in Man- 


kind concerning the Nature and Properties of Bodies. 

For, 1. We muſt ſtill ſuppoſe the Body of Chriſt to be the very ſame 
individual Body which ſuffered upon the Crofs ; but if it had no ex- 
tenſion of Parts, and be reckoned independent upon Place, it ceaſeth to 
be a Body. It is granted, that after a natural way of Exiſtence, a Body 


cannot be in more Places than one: but let the way of Exiſtence be 


what it will, if it be a Body, it muſt be finite; if finite, it muſt be li- 


mited and circumſcribed ; if it be circumſcribed within one place, it 


cannot be in more places, for that is to make it circumſeribed, and not 

circumſcribed; undivided from it ſelf, and divided from it ſelf at the 

ſame time. Which is a manifeſt Contradiction, which doth not depend 

only on Quantity or Extenſion, but upon the eſſential Unity of a Body. 
2. If it be poſſible tor a Body to be in ſeveral places by ſupernatural 

Exiſtence, why may not the ſame _— be in ſeveral Places by 4 _ 
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ral Exiſtence? Is it not becauſe Extenſion and Circumſcription are fo 


— — 


neceſſary to it, that in a natural Way it can be but in one Place? Then 
it follows that tlieſe are eſſential Properties of Bodies; ſo. that no true 
Body can be conceived without them. n 


3. This Supernatural Exiſtence doth not hinder the Body's being indi- 


vidually preſent in one Place: My meaning 1s this; A Prieſt conſecrates 
an Hoſt at London, and another at Tork ;, is the Body of Chriſt at Lon- 
Aon, ſo preſent there by virtue of Conſecration, as to be preſent at Nur 
too, by this Supernatural Exiſtence & What then doth the Conſecration 
at Turk produce? If it be not, then its Preſence is limited to the Hoſt, 
where the Conſecration is made; and if it be ſo limited, then this Super- 
natural Exiſtence cannot take off its Relation to Place. 110 


4. The ſame Body would be liable to the greateſt Contradict ions ima- 
ginable: For the ſame Body after this ſupernatural way of Exiſtence, 


may not only be above and below, within and without, near and far 
f from it {elf : but it may be hot and cold, dead and alive; yea in 


Heaven and Hell at once. 


5. What is it that makes it {till a Body after this ſupernatural way 
of” Exiſlence, &c. if it loſe extenſion and dependency on Place? If it be 
only an aptitude to extenſion, when that ſupernatural Exiſtence is taken 
off, then it muſt either be without quantity, or with it. If it be with- 
out quantity, how can it be a Body? if with quantity, how is it poſſi- 
ble to be without Extenſion ? Eating! . 

6. This confounds all the differences of Greater and Leſs, as well 
as of Diſtance and Nearneſs. For upon this Suppoſition, a thing really 


greater may be contained within a leſs : for the whole Organical Body 


of Chriſt, with all its Parts, may be brought within the compaſs of a 
Wafer; and the whole be in every part without any diſtance between 
Head and Feet. | 0 15 

7. This makes Chriſt to have but one Body, and yet to have as many 
Bodies as there are conſecrated Hoſts. No, faith our Author, This ſu- 
pernatural manner of Exiſtence is without danger of multiplying bis Body, 
or making as many Chriſts as Altars, p. 11. But how this can be, is paſt 
all human Underſtanding: For every Conſecration hath its Effect, 


which is ſuppoſed to be the Converſion of the Subſtance of the Bread 


into the Body of Chriſt, Now, when a Prieſt at London converts the 
Bread into the Body of Chriſt there, he doth it not into the Body of 
Chriſt at Tork, but the Prieſt there doth it; therefore the Body of Chriſt 
at London, is different from that at Torꝶ; or elſe the Converſion at Lon- 
don would be into the Body, as at Tork. But if not, what is the ſub- 
ſtantial Term of this ſubſtantial Change, where nothing but an acci- 
dental Mode doth follow 2 If there be any ſuch Term, whether that 
muſt not be a Production of ſomething which was not before; and if 
it be ſo, Chriſt muſt have as many new Bodies, as there are Conſe- 
crations. 
8. This makes that which hath no particular Subſiſtence of its own, 
to be the Subject of a ſubſtantial Change; for this is the condition of 
Chriſt's Body, whatever its manner of Exiſtence be, after the Hypoſta- 


Fellarm. de tical Union to the Divine Nature. For, when Bellarmin, Petavius, and 


Incarn. J. 3. 


. 
Perav. de 
Inca rnat io- 


e. p. 6. 
c. I. S 3. 


others of their greateſt Divines, undertake, againſt Næſtorius, to explain 
the Hypoſtatical Union, they tell us it conſiſts in this, That the Hu- 
man Nature loſeth its proper Subfiſtence, and 1s aſſumed into the Subſi- 
ſtence of the Divine Nature, From whence I infer, That the Body of 
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Chriſt, having n no proper Subſiſtence of 1 its own, Fans can be no ſub- 


Rantial Change into that which hath no 5 oper Subſiſtence, but into 


that which hath; and conſequently the Change muſt be into the Di- 
vine Nature principally; from whence it will follow, the Elements lo- 
ſing their Subſiſtence upon Conſecration, the Divinity muſt be united 


hypoſtatically to them, as to the Human Nature; and ſo there will be 


as many Hypoſtatical Unions, as there are Conſecrations. And ſo this 
Doctrine not only confounds Senſe and Reaſon, but the M ſteries of 
Chris Incarnation too: Which I think is ſufficient t.for this cad. 
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R the true ſtating this Controverſy, we are to e 3 | 
1. That we do not charge thoſe of the Church of Rome, That - 


they believe Chriſt's Death and Paſſion to be ineſſectual and inſionificant, 
and that they bave no dependence on the Merits of his Suffrringe, or the 


Mercy of God for attaining Salvation; but thyt ae they are to be ſaved on- 


h by ” thetr own Merits and Good Works, as the 
Pap. 12. 
2. We do not charge them with denying the neceſſi ity of Baue 
Grace in order to Merit; or with aſſerting that they can merit macpen- 
denth thereupon. 

3. We do , no means. diſpute about the Neceſſity of Good Works, in 
order to the Reward of another Life; or aſſert that Chriſt's Merits will 
fave Men, without workinig out their own Salvation; but do firmly be: 
lieve, that God will judge Men according to their Works. 

The Queſtion «we is, Whether the Good Works of a Fuſt Man, as our 
Te expreſſes it, are truly meritorious of Eternal Life ? Which he 


irepeelenter faith, 


affirms, but qualifies with ſaying, That they proceed from Grace, and paß zr: 


that through God's Goodneſs _ Promiſe, they are truly meritorious. But 


the Coungl of Trent denounces an Anathema againſt thoſe who deny the cuil Tr: 
Good Works of V5 uſtified Perſons, to be ruh meritorious 1 the increaſe of 
7 


Grace, and of Eternal Life. 


Here then lie the Pons in difference; (..) Whether ſuch Good 


Works can be ſaid to be truly meritorious © (2.) Whether thoſe who 


deny it, deſerve an Anathema for ſo doing? As to what relates to God's 


Acceptance and Allowance, and his Goodneſs and Promiſe, we freely own 


all that he faith about it; and if no more be meant, what need an 
Anathema about this Matter? There muſt therefore be ſomething be- 


ang this, when Good Works are not only ſaid to be Fruly Meritorious, 


ut we are curſed if we do not ſay the ſame, 
To make any thing truly meritorious, we muſt ſuppoſe theſe Conditi- 
ons requiſite, 
1. That what we pretend to merit by, be our own free Ad. 
2. That it be not defective. 
3. That there be an Equality between it, and the Reward Jue 
to it. 


4. That there be an Obligation in Point of Juſtice, to give that 


' Reward to him that doth i it. 
And from theſe Conſiderations, we deny that Good Works, even of 
Juſtitied Perſons, can be truly meritorious. | 
Gg 8 g 2 1. It 
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. 1. It is granted by themſelves, That what is truly meritoribus, muſt 
bers en be a free Act of the Perſon who doth it. Now the Good Works of ju- 
Aterces de- ſtified Perſons cannot be ſaid to be their own free Acts, if the Power of 


8 doing them depend upon Divine Aſſiſtance, and there was an antecedent 


fter. Enchi- Obligation upon them to perform them : So that they can do nothing 
burn bon. but what they are bound to, as God's Creatures; and their very Power 
Oper. c. 7. of doing it is from the Grace of God. If Men pretended to merit at 
Inquantam another's hands by what God gives, there were ſome colour for it; but 
homo pr- to merit from God himſelf by what he gives us, ſeems very incongruous. 
2 fan If 1 owe a Man an 100 J. and another knowing me unable to pay it, 
3d quod de- gives me ſo much to pay the Debt, this is no more than what may be 
piety called ſtrict Payment, as to the Creditor; but if the Creditor himſelf 
aun gives me this 100 J. to pay himſelf with, will any Man call this ſtri& 
_ ere de- Payment? He may call it ſo himſelf, if he pleaſes, but that only ſhews 
eſt meri- his Kindneſs and Favour ;, but it doth not look very modeſtly or grate- 
zun. fully, for the Debtor to inſiſt upon it as true legal Payment. Juſt ſo it 


Aquin. 1, 


2 46.114 is in Good Works done by the Power of God's Grace, which we could 


_«rtic, 1. never have done without it; and therefore ſuch cannot be truly meri- 


reſp. ad 1. rorious, | — : I EIS, 
2. What is truly meritorious muſt not be defective; becauſe the Pro- 
ortion is to be equal between the Act and the Reward due to it; which 
ing perfect, requires that there de no Defect in the Acts which merit 
it. But this can never be ſaid of Good Works of juſtified Perſons, that 
they have no Defects in them. We do not ſay, they are not Good 
Works, but they are not exact and perfect; for although the Grace of 
God, as it comes from him, be a perfect Gift; yet as it Acts upon Mens 
Minds, it doth not raiſe them to ſuch 2 degree, but that they have Im- 
perfections in their beſt Actions. And whatever is defective, is faulty; 
whatever is faulty, muſt be forgiwen; whatever needs forgrveneſs, can- 
not be truly meritorious. But not only their Good Works are defective; 
but if they would merit, they ought to have none but Good Works, 
whereas the mixture of others renders the good uncapable of being me- 
ritorious, becauſe there is fo much to be pardoned, as takes away all 
claim of Merit in the good they perform. And themſelves do not pre- 
tend, that Men can merit the Grace of Remifſion; but it is very ſtrange 
that thoſe who cannot deſerve to be forgiven, fhould deferve to have an 

infinite Reward beſtowed upon them. 
Meritum ſe 3. There muſt be an exact Proportion between the AQ and the Re- 
premium . compence: for to merit, is to pay a Price for a thing; and in ſuch Ads 
cur prezium of commutative Juſtice, there mutt be an Equality of one thing with 


ad illam 


bod em dar, ANOther. But what Equality can there be between the wperfe& Good 


4t:ifiver, Works of the beſt Men, and the moſt perfect Happineſs of another 
{3,12 World, eſpecially when that conſiſts in the fruition of the Bearifical 
444/114 in- Viſion? For what Proportion can there be between our Ads towards 
er merces God, and God's Acts towards the Bletled in Heaven? Let the Acts be 


dem 


meritum Of what Perſon ſoever, or of what Nature ſoever, or from what Prin- 
ponitur per ciple ſoever, as long as they are the Acts of finite impertect Creatures, 


— 4 it is impollible there ſhould be any Equality, or exact Proportion be- 
murative. tween them and the Eternal Favour of Cod, which is the Reward 
bell. . pro miſed. R 


. $. © t& 


4. Where Acts are 2720 meritariont, there follows an Odligatioa cf 
ftric Juſtice, to pay the 3 due to them. But what ſtrict Ju- 
ſtice can there be between the Creator and his Creatures, to 8 
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to act, Aſſiſtance in acting, and Recomperice for it, are all from bis 


Bounty and Goodneſs? But our Author would avoid all this, by ſay- 


ing, that though Good Works are truly meritorious z yet it is through 
the Meritt of Chriſt, and as they proceed from _ and through 2 


| 7 4 and Promiſe that they are ſo; i. e. they are truly meritorious, 
becauſe 


le it appears from all theſe things they neither are, nor can be me- 
(i.) How come the Merits of Chriſt to make Good Works truly 
meritorions ? Are the Merits of Chriſt imputed to thoſe Good Works 5 
Then thofe Good Works muſt he as meritorious as Chriſt's own Works; 
which I ſuppoſe he will not aſſert; Or, is it that Chriſt hath merited 
the Grace whereby we may merit? But even this will not make our per- 
ſonal Acts truly meritorious; and the nature of Merit relates to the 
Acts, and not to the Power. 
(2.) How comes the Power of Grace to make them truly mieritori- 


on our fide? If it be ſaid, That the ſtate of Grace puts Men into a 
Capacity to merit: we might more reaſonably Mer the contrary, that it 
puts them out of a Capacity of meriting ; becauſe the Remiſſion of Sins, 
and the Favour of God, are things for which we can never make him 
any Recompence, . | his. 

( 3.) How comes a Divine Promiſe to make Ads truly meritotious 3 
For God's Promiſe is an A& of mere Kindneſs, which is very different 
from ftri& Juſtice : and although by tlie Promiſe God binds himſelf to 


performance; yet how come thoſe Acts to be more metitorious of Hea- 


ven, than the Acts of Repentance are of Remiſſion of Sins? Yet none 
will now ſay, that thete can be any Acts meritorious of that. Yet cer- 
tainly there is as clear a promiſe of Pardon upon Repentance, as there 
is of Heaven upon Works : And if the Promiſe in the other 
caſe doth not make Repentance meritorious of Pardon; how can it 
make Good Works truly meritorious of Eternal Life? But not- 


withſtanding, we do not deny God's Fidelity to his Promiſe may be: 


the Service they are bound to perform ; when their very Being, power 50 


ous ; When the Power of Grace doth ſo much increaſe the Obligation 


Tim, 4; 8: 


called Frſtic#; and ſo God, as a Righteous Fudge, may give a Crown of 


Righteouſneſs to all that follow St. Paul's Example, without making Good 
Works to be truhy meritorious. | 
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VA Edo not ee the Church of Rome, that in the Power of | 
N  Abſoving, they make Gods of Men, P. 14: as our Miſrepreſenter 


pretends. 


2. We do not deny, That Chri to the Biſbops and Priefls of the 
Catbolick Church, Authority to abſolve any truly penitent Sinner from his 
Sins, 8 therefore needleſly proves out of Scripture) and that 
ſuch Abſolution is ratified in Heauen. WRT EN vl ka 
3. We are glad to find that our Author declares, That no Man re- 
ceives benefit by Abſolution, without repentance from the bottom of bis 


Heart, and real Intention of forſaking his Sins, P. 15, by which we hope 


he means more than Attrition, 


But 
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Meritum I. It is granted by themſelves, That what is truly meritoribus, muſt 


of Aol ye a free Act of the Perſon who doth it. Now the Good Works of ju 
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Merces de- ſtified Perſons cannot be faid to be their own free Acts, if the Power of 


fn. C doing them depend upon Divine Aſſiſtance, and there was an antecedent 


fter. Enchi- Obligation upon them to perform them : So that they can do nothing 
4-1 go: but what they are bound to, as God's Creatures; and their very Power 


oper. c. 7. of doing it is from the Grace of God. If Men pretended to merit at 


Inquantum another's hands by what God gives, there were ſome colour for it; but 
homo pro- to merit from God himſelf by what he gives us, ſeems very incongruous. 


pria vin If I owe a Man an 1001, and another knowing me unable to pay it 
ate facit I. | | 5 wid ee, we 5 
3d quod de- gives me ſo much to pay the Debt, this is no more than what may be 


—— called ſtri& Payment, as to the Creditor; but if the Creditor himſelf 


aliquin gives me this 1001, to pay himſelf with, will any Man call this ſtrict 


reddere de. Payment? He may call it ſo himſelf, if he pleaſes, but that only ſhews 


bitum non 


eſer meri. his Kindneſs and Favour ;, but it.doth not look very modeſty or grate- 
form, fully, for the Debtor to inſiſt upon it as true legal Payment. Juſt ſo it 


Aquin. 1,; 


2. 96.114. is in Good Works done by the Power of God's Grace, which we could 


artic, 1. never have done without it; and therefore ſuch cannot be ?ruly meri- 
re. ad 1. rorious, es ben Bakany yi 4c ge 
2. What is truly meritorious muſt not be defeRtive z, becauſe the Pro- 
portion is to be equal between the Act and the Reward due to it; which 
being perfect, requires that there be no Defect in the Acts which merit 
it. But this can never be ſaid of Good Works of juſtified Perſons, that 
they have no Defects in them. We do not ſay, they are not Good 
Works, but they are not exact and perfect; for although the Grace of 
God, as it comes from him, be a perfect Gift; yet as it Acts upon Metis 
Minds, it doth not raiſe them to ſuch a degree, but that tliey have Im- 
perfections in their beſt Actions. And whatever is defective, is faulty; 
whatever is faulty, muſt be forgiven; whatever needs forgiveneſs, can- 
not be truly meritorious, But not only their Good Works are defective; 
but if they would merit, they ought to have none but Good Works, 
whereas the mixture of others renders the good uncapable of being me- 
ritorious, becauſe there is ſo much to be pardoned, as takes away all 
claim of Merit in the good they perform. And themſelves do not pre- 
tend, that Men can merit the Grace of Remiſſion; but it is very ſtrange 
that thoſe who cannot deſerve to be forgiven, ſhould deſerve to have an 

infinite Reward beſtowed upon them. 


Marten lie muſt be an exact Proportion between the Act and the Re- 


premium ſj- COMPENce: for to merit, is to pay a Price for a thing; and in ſuch Acts 


A of commutative Juſtice, there muſt be an Equality of one thing with 
ee another. But what Equality can there be between the imperfect Good 


Altifiader, Works of the beſt Men, and the moſt perfect Happineſs of another 
p* Pager World, eſpecially when that conſiſts in the fruition- of the Beatifical 
quilitas in- Viſhon 2 For what Proportion can there be between our Acts towards 
”—_— God, and God's Acts towards the Bleſſed in Heaven? Let the Acts be 
merit Of what Perſon ſoever, or of what Nature ſoever, or from what Prin- 
2 55 ciple ſoever, as long as they are tlie Acts of finite imperfect Creatures, 


iris con. it 18 Impoſſible there ſhould be any Equality, or exact Proportion be- 


mutatiua. tween them and the Eternal Favour of God, which is the Reward 
bell. . promiſed, . eee 0, AG | | 
l. $. c. 14. 
ſtrict Juſtice, to pay the Recompence due to them. But what ſtrict Ju- 
ſtiee can there be between the Creator and his Creatures, to * 


, 
a 4 8 5 
— — } 


d 2 288 


| i : = 


4. Where Ads are truly meritorious, there follows an Obligation of 
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the Service they are bound to perform ; when their very Being, Does | 
to act, Aſſiſtance in acting, and Recomperice for it, are all from his 


Bounty and Goodneſs? But our 1 would avoid all this, by ſay- 


ing, that though Good Works are truly meritorious; yet it is 7 med 
the Merits of Chriſt, and as 2. Foceed from Grace, ard through bis 


| year on r and Promaſe that they are ſo; j. e. they are truly meritorious, 


To from allt eſe t gs they neither are, nor can be me- 


ritorious, (6 
(I.) How cone the Merits of Chirift t6. make Good Works rah 


| ner ita tou Are the Merits of Chriſt imputed to thoſe Good Works ? 


Then thofe Good Works muſt he as meritorious as Chriſt's own Works; 
which I ſuppoſe he will not aſſert; Or, is it that Chriſt hath merited 
the Grace whereby we may merit? But even this will not make our per- 
ſonal Acts truly metitorious; and the nature of Merit relates to the 


Acts, and eg to the Power, 5 


(2.) How comes the Power of Grace to make — 515 nel itori- 
ous 3 when the Power of Grace doth ſo much increaſe the Obligation 


on our fide? If it be faid, That the ſtate of Grace puts Men into a 
Capacity to merit: we might more reaſonably fer — contrary, that it 


puts them out of a Capacity of meriting ; becauſe theRemiſſion of Sins, 
and the Favour of God, are things for which we can never make him 

any Recompence. 
3.) How comes a Divine Promiſe to make Ads truly meritotious 3 

F or God's Promiſe is an Act of mere Kindneſs, which is very different 

from ſtri& Juſtice : and although by tlie Promiſe God binds himſelf to 

performance; yet how come thoſe Acts to be more meritorious of Hea- 

ven, than che Ads of Repentance are of Remiſſion of Sins? Yet none 

will now ſay, that thete can be any Acts meritorious of that. Yet cer- 


| rainly there is as cleat a promiſe of Pardon upon Repentance, as there 
zs of Heaven upon Works: And if the Promiſe in the other 


caſe doth not make Repentance meritorioug of Pardon; how can it 
make Good Works truly meritorious of Eternal Life? But not- 
withſtariding, we do not deny God's Fidelity to his Promiſe may be 2 Tim. * . 


called Juſtice; and ſo God, as a Righteous Fudge, may give a Crown of | 
Ri * to all that follow Sr; Paul's . without making Good 


Works to be tru w meritoribus. 
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E do not charge the Church of Rome, that in the Power 3 
Abſolving, they make Gods of Men, P. 1 44 as our Miſreproſenter 
— 
2. We do not deny . That Chriſt * ro the he Pip and Priefts of the 
Cat holick Church, ber to 4 penitent Sinner from his 
Sins, 8 he therefore nell proves = 0 Scripture ) and Ay: 


lich Abſolution is ratified in Heaven, 


e are glad to find that our Author declares, That no Man re- 

ge benefit 55 Abſolution, without repentance from the bottom of his 

Heart, and real Intention of forſaking his Sins, P. 13. by which we — 
he means more chan Attzitione | 


But 


5 
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But yet there are ſome things which ſtick with us, as to the Doctrine 


notice of. E33 tt bee un y 
1. That ſecret Confeſſion of Sins to a Prieſt, is made ſo nec 
Salvation, that an Anathema is denounced againſt all that deny it, when 


they cannot deny that God . doth forgive Sins upon true Contrition, - 


Se. 14 For the Council of Trent doth ſay, That Contrition, with Charity, doth 
80 >y 04. Teconcile a Man to God before the Sacrament of Penance be actually re- 
ceived, But then it adds, That the deſire of Confeſſion is included in 
Contrition « Which is impoſſible to be proved by Scripture, Reaſon, or 
Lomb. I. 4. Antiquity. For ſo lately, as in the time of the Maſter of the Sentences, 
Diſt. % and Gratian (in the 12th Century) it was a very diſputable Point, 
Tant. whether Confeſſion to a Prieſt were neceſſary. And it is very hard for 


Diſt. ie. 50. us to underſtand how that ſhould become neceſſary to Salvation ſince, 


Nuidan. which was not then. Some of their own Writers confeſs, that ſome 


Greg, de good Catholicks did not believe the neceſſity of it. I ſuppofe the old 
omg de Canoniſts may paſs for good Catholicks; and yet Maldonat faith, That 
Confe c. a. all the Interpreters of the Decrees held, thut there was no Divine Precept 
Maldonat. for Confeſſion to a Prieſt Pand of the ſame Opinion he grants Scotus to 
en. have been. But he thinks it is now declared to be Hereſy, or be wiſhes 
c.2,& 3. it were. And we think it is too much already, unleſs there were better 
ground for it. 5 b 

2. That an Anathema is denounced againſt thoſe who do not under- 

Johnao. 23. ſtand the words of Chriſt, Whoſe Sins ye remit, they are remitted, &c. 


of the Sacrament of Penance, ſo as to imply the neceſſity of Confeſſion: 


Whereas there is no appearance in the words of any ſuch Senſe ; and 
themſelves grant, that in order to the Remiſſion of Sins, by Baptiſm, 
S. Mat. 28. (of which St. Matt hem and St. Mark ſpeak in the Apoſtles Commiſſion ) 

parker 6.16. there is no neceſſity of Sacramental Confeſſion, but a general Confeſſion 
Janſen. Con- is ſufficient. And from hence the Elder Fanſenius concludes, That the 


cord Evang. Pœmer of” Remiſſion of Sing here granted, doth not imply Sacramental 


yo + 6 in Confeſſion. Cajetan yields, There is no Command for Confeſſion here. 


| tec. Ed: And Catharinus adds, That Cajetan would not allow any one Place of 
Catharial in Scripture to prove Auricular Confefſion. And as to this Particular; he de- 
3 l.. nies that there is any Command for it; and he goes not about to prove 
| School-Divinity, before he ſet himſelf to the ſtudy of the Scriptures. 
Vaſquez. in Vaſquez faith, That if theſe words may be underſtood of Baptiſm, none 
| Fr 4. A. can infer from them the Neceſſity of Auricular Confeſſion. But Gregory de 

90. Art. 1. Jalentia evidently proves, that this place doth relate to Remiſſion of 
nu . Sins in Baptiſm; not only from the Compariſon of Places, but from the 

Greg. de Teſtimonies of S. Ohrian, S. Ambroſe, and others. , „ 7 

Tent? 3. That it is expreſſed in the ſame Anathemas that this hath been 
4. Diſp. 7. always the Doctrine and Practice of the Catholick Church from the be- 
op apt _ * ginning. We do not deny the ancient practice, either of Canonical Con- 
, feſſion, as part of the Diſcipline of the Church for publick "Offences; 
nor of Voluntary Confeſſion, tor eaſe and ſatisfaction of the perplexed 
Minds of doubting or deje&ed Penitents; but that which we ſay was 

not owned nor praiſed by the Church from the Beginning, was this 
Sacramental Confeſlion as neceſſary to the Remiſſion of Sins before God. 
It 1s therefore to no purpole to produce out of Bellarmine, and others, 
a great number of Citations, to prove that which we never deny; but 

it they hold to the Council of Trent, they muſt prove from 2 Fa- 

| | | | ers, 


ceſſary to 


it, but that Cajetan contradicts himſelf elſewhere, viz. when he wrote 
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2 2J. VIII. Of Indulgences. 28 
e * | — rient. in 7 
1, Hey muſt be extreamly ignorant, who take the Power of In- L . 
_ dulgences, to be a Leave from the Pope to commit what Sins Lene fs Tis 
they pleaſe 5 and that by virtue thereof, they ſhall eſcape Puniſhment for ©. b. 
their Sins, without Repentance, in another World, Yet this is the ſenſe 2 
of the Miſrepreſentation, which, he ſaith, is made of it. And if he 


0 
— hs 


faith true in his Preface, That he bath deſcribed the 'Belief of a Papiſt, pag. 15,16. 


exacliy according to the apprebenſion he had when he was a Proteſtant : 
He ſhews how well he underſtood the Matters in difference, when I 
think no other Perſon beſides himſelf ever had ſuch an apprehenſion of 

it, who pretended to be any thing like a Scholar. rs, 

2, But now be believes it damnable to hold that the Pope, or any other 
Power in Heaven or Earth, can give him leave to commit any Sins what- 
ſoever; or that for any Sum of Mony, be can obtain any Indulgence, or 
Pardon for Sins that are to be committed by him, or his Heirs hereafter. 

Very well! But what thinks he of obtaining an Indulgence, or Pardon, 
after they are committed? Is no ſuch thing to be obtained in the Court 
of Rome for a Sum of Mony? He cannot but have heard of the Tax of 
the Apoſtolick Chamber for ſeveral Sins, and what Sums are there ſet up- 
on them. Why did he not as freely ſpeak againſt this? This is pub- 
liſhed in the vaſt Collection of Tracts of Canon Law, ſet forth by the Trafiat: 
Pope's Authority, where there are certain Rates for Perjury, Murder, Dn _ 
Apoſtacy, &c. Now what do theſe Sms of Mony mean? If they be 1. , 368. 
ſmall, it is ſo much the better Bargain, for the Sins are very great. 
And Eſpenceus complains, that this Book was ſo far from being called in, Fa 
that, he ſaith, the Pope's Legats renewed thoſe Faculties and confirmedc.1. dgreſſ. 
them, It ſeems then a Sum of Mony may, be of ſome conſequence to-* 
| os wards 
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wards the obtaining Pardon for a Sin paſt; tho' not for a Licenſe to 
commit it. But what mighty difference is there, whether a Man pro- 

cures with Mony a Diſpenſation, or a Pardon? For the Sin can hurt 

him no more, than if he had Licenſe to commit it. 1 

3. He doth believe there is a Power in the Church to grant Indulgen- 

ces; which, he ſaith, concern not at all the Remiſſion of Sins, either 
Mortal or Venial, but only of ſome Temporal Puniſhments remaining due 

after the Guilt is remitted. Here now ariſes 2 Material Queſtion, vig. 

hether the Popes, or the Repreſenter, be rather to be believed. If the 

Popes, who grant the Indulgences are to be believed; then not only 

the bare Remiſſion of Sins is concerned in them, but the Plenary, and 

moſt Plenary Remiſſion f Sins is to be had by them. So Boniface the 
Bullar.Che- Eighth, in his Bull of Jubilee granted, Non ſolum plenam &. largiorem, 
N 3 imo pleniſſimam veniam peccatorum. If theſe words had no relation to 
remiſſion of Sins, the People were horribly cheated by the ſound of 

them. In the Bull of Clement the VIth, not extant in the Bullarium, 

but publiſhed aut of the Uzrechs Manuſcript, not only a Plenary Abſo- 

lution from all Sins is declared to all Perſons who died in the Way to 


Prorſusman- Rome ;, but he commands the Angels of Paradiſe to carry the Soul im. 
damus Ange- 


lisParadifi, mediately to Heaven. And I ſuppoſe, whatever implies ſuch an Abſo- 


quantum a-]ytion as carries a Soul to Heaven, doth concern Remiſſion of Sins, 
7 Boniface the IX th, granted Indulgences, 4 Pœnd & d Culpd; and thoſe 
penitis ab- certainly concerned Remiſſion of Sins; being not barely from the Tem- 
— poral Puniſhment, but from the Guilt it ſelf. Clement the VIIIth, 
i" g 0- 1 . . „ . | . 
riam intro- whom Bellarmine magnifies for his care in reforming Indulgences, in 
Aue Clem. his Bull of Jubilee, grants a moſt Plenary Remiſſion of Sint; and Urban 
6. xltrajeg; the VIIIth, ſince him, not only a Relaxation of Penances, but Remiſſon 


2227 Sins; and fo lately as 4, D. 1671, Clement the Xth, publiſhed an 


jor. Coſmo. Indulgence upon the Canonization of five new Saints, wherein he not 
err. at. 6. only grants a Plenary Indulgence of Sins, but upon invocation of one 
<-85-2-275 of theſe Saints in the Point of Death, @ Plenary Indulgence of all hit 


3-P. 74. Tü. Sins. And what doth this ſignifie in the Point of Death, if it do not 


4-85. concern the Remiſſion of Sins? 


4. Indulgences, he ſaith, are nothing elſe but a Mitigation or Relaxa- 
tion, upon juſt Cauſes, of Canonical Penances, which are or may be en- 
joined by the Paſtors of the Church on penitent Sinners, according to their 

ſeveral degrees of Demerits. If by Canonical Penances, they mean thoſe 
Greg. de enjoined by the Penitential Canons, Greg. de Valentia ſaith, This Opi- 


Valent. de nion differs not from that of the Hereticks, and makes Indulgences to be 


4" aſh elſe and dangerous things, Bellarmine brings ſeveral Arguments againſt 


dulg. l. 1. this Doctrine. (1.) There would be no need of the Treaſure of the 
© 7 Church; which be had proved ts be the Foundation of Indulgences. 


C. 2. (2.) They would be rather hurtful than profitable, and the Church would 


deceive her Children by them. ( 3.) They could not be granted for the 
Dead. (4.) They who receive Indulgences, do undergo Canonical Pe- 
nances. ( 5.) The Form of them doth expreſs, that they do relate toGod, 
and not only to the Church, And this, I think, is ſufficient to ſhew how 
far he 1s from true Repreſenting the Nature of Indulgences ; for we do 
not diſpute the Church's Power in relaxing Canonical Penances to Peni- 


tent Sinners upon juſt Cauſes }- 


1X, Of 


g- 


. 1:6, IX. Of SatisfaGion. 


1. LM believes it damnable to think any thing injuriouſly of Chriſt's Paſ 
ſton : But then he diſtinguiſhes the Eternal 207 Temporal ** 
due to Sin, As to the Guilt and Eternal Pain, the Satisfaction, he ſaith, 


7s proper to Chriſt ,, but as to the Temporal Pain, which may remain due 


b God's Juſtice, after the other are remitted, he ſaith, that Penitent 


inners may in ſome meaſure ſatisfie for that by Prayer, Faſting, Alms, &c. 
p. 17. | 
2. Theſe Penitential Works, he ſaith, are no otherwiſe ſatisfafory, than 
as joined and applied to Chriſt's Satisfaction, in virtue of which alone our 


good Works find a grateful acceptance in God's ſight, p. 19. 


But for right apprehending the State of the Controverſie, we muſt 
conſider. 

1. That they grant both Eternal and Temporal Pain due to Sin, to 
be remitted in Baptiſm; ſo that all the Satisfaction to be made, is for 
Sins committed after Baptiſm. 


2. We diſtinguiſh between Satisfaction to the Church before Abſolu- 


tion, and Satisfaction to the juſtice of God for ſome part of tlie puniſh- 
ment to Sin which is unremitted. | | 
3. We do not deny that truly Penitential Works are pleaſing to God, 


ſo as to avert his Diſpleaſure; but we deny that there can be any Com- Catech. Ro- 


. . . ma . pay f. * 
penſation in way of equivalency, between what we ſuffer, and what we * Rog 
6. 


deſerve. | | 


The Matter in Controverſie therefore on this Head, conſiſts in theſe 


things. | 


1. That after the total Remiſſion of Sins in Baptiſm, they ſuppoſe a | 


Temporal Puniſhment to remain, when the Eternal is forgiven ; which 
the Penitent is to ſatisfie God's Juſtice for: and without this being done 


in this Life, he muſt go into Purgatory for that End. Of which more 


under that Head. 
2. That this Satisfaction may be made to the Juſtice of God, after Ab- 


| ſolution is given by the Prieſt, So that altho' the Penitent be admitted 


into God's Favour, by the Power of the Keys, according to their own 
Doctrine; yet the Application of the Merits of Chriſt, together with 
the Saints in the Sentence of Abſolution (according to their Form ) do 
not ſet him ſo free, but he either wants a new ſupply from the Treaſure 
of the Church, i. e. from the ſame Merits of Chriſt and the Saints; 
or elſe he is to fatisfie for the Temporal Puniſhment by his own Pe- 
nances. 


3. That theſe Penitential Works are to be joined with the Merits of | 
Chriſt, in the way of proper Satisfaction to Divine Juſtice. And how- 


ever ſoftly this may be expreſſed ; the meaning is, that Chriſt hath me- 
rited, that we may merit, and by his Satisfaction, we are enabled to ſa- 
tisfy for our ſelves. And if the Satisfaction by way of Juſtice be taken 
away, the other will be a Controverſie about Words. 

4. That theſe Penitential Works may not only be ſufficient for them- 
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ſelves, but they may be ſo over-done, that a great ſhare may be taken caech. 
from them to make up the Treaſure of the Church, for the benefit of B de 


others who fall ſhort, when they are duly applied to them in the ny of 5, 7 
| ; Indul- n. 61. 
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Indulgences, And about theſe Points, we mult defire greater Proof than 


—— 


we have ever yet ſeen, 
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"C24 
X. Of reading the Holy Scripture. 
| Y | 
i. LE believes it damnable in any one, to think, ſpeak, or do any thing 


t irreverently towards the Scripture, or by any meats whatſoever to 
bring it into diſrepute or diſgrace : but not being contented with this, he 


adds, That he holds it in the higheſt Veneration of all Men living. Now, 


here we muſt defire a little better Repreſentation of this Matter. For 
certainly, thoſe who derive its Authority from the Church; who ſet 
Traditions in equal eſteem with it,; who complain ſo much of its Ob- 
ſcurity, can never be ſaid to hold it in equal Veneration with thoſe wha 
maintain its independent Authority, its Sufficiency, and Perſpicuity. And 
theſe are known and material Points in Controverſie between us and 
them: therefore let them not ſay, they hold it in the higheſt Venera- 
tion of all Men living ; tho' thoſe thought themſelves through Catho- 
licks, who have compared it to a Noſe of Wax, to a Lesbian Rule, to ; 
dead Letter, unſenſed Characters, and to other things, not fit to be re- 
peated. But we are well pleaſed to find them expreſs ſuch Venera- 
tion for it. Wherefore then are the People to be kept from reading it? 
2. He faith, I 7s not out of diſreſpect to it. But why then? ( 1.) Be- 
cauſe private Interpretation is not proper for the Scripture, 2 Pet. 1. 20. 


One would think the Scripture were not kept only from the People, by 
ſuch a ſenſe being put upon it; for any one that would but conſider that 


place, will find it muſt relate to the Prophets themſelves; and doth he 


think the Prophets were to be debarr'd from reading the Scriptures? Burt 


this is playing with Scripture, and not reaſoning from it. ( 2.) Be- 
cauſe in the Epiſtles of St. Paul are certain things hard to be underſtood, 
which the unlearned and unſtable deprave, as alſo the reſt of the Scrip- 
tures, to their own perdition, 2 Pet. 3. 16. Now in my Opinion, ſuch 
Men deſerve more to be debarr'd from medling with the Scripture, who 
make ſuch perverſe Inferences from it, than ordinary Readers. And if 


they uſe all other places as they do this, they cannot be excuſed from de- 


praving it. It is granted, there were then unlearned and „ er Men, 
who miſunderſtood, or miſapplied tlie Writings of St. Paul, and other 


Scriptures. And what then? There are Men of all Ages, who abuſe 


the beſt things in the World, even the Goſpel it ſelf, and the Grace of 
God. Doth it hence follow, that the Goſpel muſt not be preached to 
them, or the Grace of God made known to them, for fear of Mens ma- 
king ill uſe of it? If this had been the juſt Conſequence, would not 
St. Peter himſelf have thought of this? But he was 10 far from making 
it, that he adviſeth thoſe Perſons he writes to, to have a mighty regard 
to the Scriptures, even to the Prophetical Writings, as to a Light ſhining 
in a dark place, 1 Pet. 1. 19, According to this way of deducing Conſe- 
quences, St. Peter ſhould have argued juſt contrary ; The Prophetical 
Writings are dark and obſcure, therefore meddle not with them, but truſt 
your Guides : Whereas the Apoſtle, after he had told them what the 
Apoſtles ſaw and heard, he adds, That they haue a more ſure Prophetical 
'ord, as the Rhemiſts tranſlate it. How could that be more ſure to how, 
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unleſs they were allowed to read, conſider, and make uſe of it? (3.) Be- 


cauſe God hath given only ſome to be Apoſiles, ſome Prophets, other ſome 
elf and other ſome Paſtors = Doctors, "py II. Doh it 
hence follow that the People are not to read the Scriptures? In the 
Univerſities, Tutors are appointed to interpret Ariſtotle to their Pupils; 
doth it hence follow that they are not to read Ariſtotle themſelves ; it is, 
no doubt, a mighty Advantage to have ſuch Infallible Interpreters as the 
Apoſtles and Prophets; and all Chriſtians are bound to follow their 


Senſe, where they have delivered it. But ſuppoſe the Queſtion be 


about the Senſe of theſe Interpreters ; muſt their Books not be looked 
into, becauſe of the danger of Error > This Reaſon will {till hold 
againſt thoſe who go about to deliver their Senſe; and ſo on, till by 
this Method of Reaſoning, all ſorts of Books and Interpretatious be 
reje&ed ; unleſs any ſuch can be found out, which is not liable to be 
abuſed or miſunderſtood, And if there be any ſuch to be had, theyare 
much to blame who do not diſcover it. But as yet we ſee no Remedy 


for two things in Mankind, a proneneſs to Sin, and to Miſtake. But 


of all things, we ought not to take away from them one of the beſt 
Means to prevent both, viz. a diligent, and careful, and humble read- 
ing the Holy Scriptures. | 


But, 3. He denies that all Perſons are forbid to read the Scriptures, pag. 21. 


but only ſuch as have no Licenſe, and good Teſtimony from their Curats : 


and therefore their deſign is not to preſerve Ignorance in the People, but 


to prevent a blind ignorant preſumption. 

Theſe are plauſible Pretences to ſuch as ſearch no farther ; but the 
Myſtery of this Matter lies much deeper. It was, no doubt, the De- 
ſign of the Church of Rome to keep the Bible wholly out of the hands 
of the People. But upon the Reformation they found it impoſlible; ſo 
many Tranſlations being made into vulgar Languages; and therefore 
care was taken to have Tranſlations made by ſome of their own Body; 
and ſince the People of better inclinations to Piety were not to be Latif. | 
fied without the Bible ; therefore they thought 1t the better way to per- 
mit certain Perſons whom they could truſt, to have a Licenſe to read it : 
And this was the true Reaſon of the Fourth Rule of the Index Liber 
probibit, made in purſuance of the Order of the Council of Trent, and 
publiſhed by Pius IV. by which any one may ſee 1t was not an Original 
Permiſſion out of any good Will to the Thing; but an aftergame to get 
the Bible out of the Hands of the people again : And therefore Abſo- 
lution was to be denied to thoſe who would not deliver them to their 


Ordinaries when they were called for: And the Regulars themſelves 


were not to be permitted to have Bibles without a Licenſe : And as far 
as I can underſtand the Addition of Clement VIII. to that Fourth Rule, 
he withdraws any new Power of granting ſuch Licenſes ; and faith they 


are contray to the Command and Uſage of that Church, which, he ſaith, gud qui- 


7s to be inviolably obſerued : wherein I think he declares himſelf fully 
againſt ſuch Licenſes : And that Inferior Guides ſhould grant them 
againſt the Command of the Head of the Church, is a thing not very 
agreeable to the Unity and Subordination they boaſt of. 
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The-Dodtrines and Practices 
XI. Of Apocryphal Books. | b 1A. 
vag 21. WI do not charge the Church of Rome with making what Addi- 

tions to Scripture they think good, as the Miſrepreſenter ſaith ; 


but we charge them with taking into the Canon of Scripture ſuch Books 
as were not received for Canonical 7 the Chriſtian Church; as thoſe 


_—_——____<G_ 


Books himſelf mentions, viz. Toby, Judith, Eccleſiaſticus, Wiſdom, and 


Maccabees. 

Concil, Tri- 2. We do not only charge them with this, but with Anathematizing 
dent. Se all thoſe who do not upon this Declaration believe them to be Canoni- 
3 cal; ſince they cannot but know, that theſe Books never were in the 
Script. Fewiſh Canon, and were left out by many Chriſtian Writers. And if 
the Church cannot add to the Scripture, and our Author thinks it dam- 

nable to do it; how can it make any Books Canonical, which were not 

ſo received by the Church? For the Scripture in this ſenſe is the Canon; 

and therefore if it add to the Canon, it adds to the Scripture ; 7. e. it 

makes it neceſſary to believe ſome Books to he of infallible Authority, 

which were not believed to be ſo, either by the Jewiſh or Chriſtian 

| Church, as appears by abundant Teſtimonies to that purpoſe produced 
Bp. Coſns by a Learned Biſhop of this Church; which ought to have been conſi- 


— dered by the Repreſenter, that he might not have talked ſo crudely 


the Canon about this Matter. 


1 But however, I muſt conſider what he faith ; 


Greg. Na- T. He produces the Teſtimonies of Greg. Nazianzen, who is expreſſy 
3 againſt him, and declares but Twenty two Books in the Canon of the 


2 vol. p.98, Old Teſtament; but how doth he prove that he thought theſe Books 


ee - Canonical > He quotes his Oration on the Maccabees; where I can find 
Accab. 


5. 1. nothing like it; and inſtead of it he expreſly follows, as he declares, 

2. 358. the Book of Joſephus, of the Authority of Reaſon concerning them. So 
that if this proves any thing, it proves Foſephus his Book Canonical, and 
not the Maccabees, 


4miro. de 2. He adds the Teſtimony of St. Ambroſe, who in the place he refers 
tons AA to, enlarges on the Story of the Maccabees, but faith nothing of the 


1. 2. c. 10, Authority of the Book. And even Coccius himſelf grants, that of old 


11, 12. 


Cee Ther, Melito Sardenſis, Amphilochius, Greg. Nazianzen, the Council of Laodi- 


Cathol. 1.6, cea, St. Hierom, Ruffmus, and Gregory the Great, did not own the Book 
bee: Of Maccabees for Canonical. 


Hiſtory, 3. Innocentius ad Exuperium ſpeaks more to his purpoſe. And if that 


A P Decretal Epiſtle be allowed, againſt which Biſhop Coſins hath made con- 


c 24. © fiderable Objections; then it muſt be granted, that theſe Books were then 


Orig. Pref. jn the Roman Canon : but that they were not received by the Univer- 


in Pſal. 


„ Church, appears evidently by the Canon of the Council of Laodicea, 


$ynopſi. c. 60. wherein theſe Books are left out; and this was received in the 


m_ . Code of the Univerſal Church; which was as clear a Proof of the Ca- 
5. Cyril, nen then generally received, as can be expected.“ It is true, the Council 
Catech. 4. 

2 Noſe Opinion : But on the other fide, they are left our by Melito oP of 


Philccal. Sardis, who lived near the Apoſtles times, Origen, Athanaſius, S. Hilary, 


55 555 St. Cyril of Feruſalem, Epiphanius, St. Baſil, Amphilochius, St. Chryſoſtom, 


C:non. ad and eſpecially St. Ferom, who hath laboured in this point ſo much, that 
2 73 no fewer than thirteen places are produced out of him to this purpoſe, 


Him. 4. in by the fore mentioned Learned Biſhop of our Church, who clearly proves 
Lf. 1 there was no Tradition for the Canon of the Council of Trent in any one 


» 71. Age of the Chriſtian Church. But our Author goes on. 4. | 


* 


of Carthage took them in; and St. Auguſtine ſeems to be of the ſame 


of it £ 


* 
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4. It is of little concern to him, whether theſe Books were ever in the P. 22. 
Hebrew Copy. I would only aſk whether it be of any concern to him, 
whether they were divinely inſpired or not? He faith, It is dannable 
to add to the Scripture : by the Scripture we mean Books written by 
Divine Inſpiration. Can the Church make Books to be fo written, 
which were not ſo written? If not, then all it hath to do, is to de- 
liver by Tradition what was ſo, and what not. Whence ſhould they 
have this Tradition, but from the 7eme? and they owned no Divine 
Inſpiration after the time of Malachy. How then ſhould there be any 
Books ſo written after that time? And he that ſaith in this Matter, as 
he doth, It is of little concern to him whether they were in the Hebrew 
Canon, doth little concern himſelf what he ought to believe, and what 
not, in this matter. | | | 

5. Since the Churches Declaration, he faith, no Catholicks ever doubt- P. 24, 
ed. What doth he mean by the Church's Declaration, that of Innocent, 
and the Council of Carthage 2 Then the ſame Biſhop hath ſhewed him, 
that ſince that time, there have been very many, both in the Greek and 
Latin Church, of another Opinion. And a little before the Council of 
Trent, Catharinus ſaith, That a Friend of his, and à Brother in Chrift, carbar. A. 
derided him as one that wanted Learning, for daring to afſert theſe Books ver. Cajet. 
were within the Canon of Scripture ;, and it is plain, Cardinal Cajetan Pads * 
could never be perſuaded of it: But if he means ſince the Council of 
Trent, then we are returned to our Difficulty, how ſuch a Council can 
make any Books Canonical, which were not received for ſuch by the 
Catholick Church before? For then they do not declare the Canon, 
but create it. | | Z 


We 


— 
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4 I. of the Vulgar Edition of the Bible. 


1. E do not diſpute about the Yulgar Edition, whether it may not p, 24, 23. 
be preferr'd before modern Latin Editions, becauſe of its 

great Antiquity in ſome parts of it, and its general Reception ſince the 

time of Greg. I. But our diſpute is, Whether it be made ſo authentick 


| ſince the Council of Trent, that no Appeals are to be made to the Origi- 


nals, i. e. Whether that Council by its Authority could make a Verſion 
equal to the Originals out of which it was made? Eſpecially fince at 
the time of that Decree, the Vulgar Edition was confeſſed to be full of 


Errors and Corruptions by Sixtus V. Who faith he took infinite pains to 


correct them, and yet left very many behind, as appeared by-Clement VIII. In hac Vut- 


who corrected his Bibles in very many places, and grants ſome faults 38 


were left uncorrected ſtill. Now, how was it poſſible for the Council ſunt un- 


of Trent to declare that Edition Authentick, which was afterwards fo 1 mu. 


much correctedꝰ And, whether was the correct Edition of Siætus V. _—_ 


Aut hentick or not, being made in pur ſuance of the Decree of the Coun- mutata nm 
cil? If not, how comes Clement his Edition to be made Authentick, {7% n- 
when the other was not, ſince there may be Corruptions found in that, Bu. 

as well as the other; and no one can tell, but it may be reviewed and Ic. Bur- 
corrected {till ; as ſome of their own Writers confeſs it lands in need * 


2. Our Controverſy is not ſo much about the Authority of the Vul- Nat. Alex- 


gar Latin, above other Latin Verſions to thoſe who underſtand them; aud. rt. 


de wulg. 
I | but ve gu. 
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but whether none elſe but the Latin Verſion muſt be uſed by thoſe who 
underſtand it not? And here our Repreſenter ſaith, that he is command. 
ed not to read any of theſe Tranſlations, (ſpeaking of Tinaals, and that 
in Queen Elizabetl's time) but only that which is recommended to him 
by the Church. If this relate to the Vulgar Latin, then we are to ſeek, 
why the Common People ſhould have none to read, but what they can- 
not underſtand; if to Tranſlations of” their own, then we doubt not to 
make it appear, that our Tranſlation allowed amongſt us, is more exa& 
and agreeable than any they can put into their hands. - 


the 


EET "7 


HE only thing inſiſted on here, is, That it is not the zwords, but 
te ſenſe of Scripture is the Rule; and that this ſenſe is not to be 
taken from Mens private Fancies, which are various and uncertain; and 
therefore where there is no ſecurity from Errors, there is nathing capable 
of being a Rule. | 
To clear this, we muſt conſider, | 
1. That it is not neceſſary to the making of a Rule, to prevent any 


poſſibility of miſtake, but that it be ſuch that they cannot miſtake with- 


out their own fault. For Certainty in it felf, and Sufficiency for the 
uſe of others, ate all the neceſſary Properties of a Rule; but after all, 
it's poſſible for Men not to apply the Rule aright, and then They are to 
be blamed, and not the Rule. 

2. If no Men can be certain of the right Senſe of Scripture, then it 


is not plain in neceſſary things; which is contrary to the deſign of it, 


and to the cleareſt Teſtimonies of Antiquity, and to the common ſenſe 
of all Chriſtians, who never doubted or diſputed the Senſe of ſome 


things revealed therein; as the Unity of the Godhead, the making of 


the World by him, the Deluge, the Hiſtory of the Patriarchs, the Cay- 


tivity of the Jews, the coming of the Meſſias, his ſending his Apoſtles, 
his coming again to Judgment, Gc. No Man who reads ſuch things in 


Scripture, can have any doubt about the ſenſe and meaning of the 
Words, | 


3. Where the Senſe is dubious, we do not allow any Man to put 
what Senſe he pleaſes upon them; but we ſay, there are certain means, 


whereby he may either attain to the true Senſe, or not be damned if 


he do not. And the firſt thing every Man is to regard, is not his ſecu- | 


rity from being deceived, but from being damned. For Truth is made 
known in order to Salvation: If therefore J am ſure to attain the chief 
end, I am not ſo much concerned, as to the poſlibility of Errors, as that I 


be not deceived by my own fault. We do not therefore leave Men either 


to follow their own fancy, or to interpret Scripture by it; but we ſay, 
They are bound upon pain of Damnation to ſeek the Truth ſincerely, 
and to uſe the beſt means in order to it; and if they do this, they ei- 
ther will not err, or their Errors will not be their Crime. 


XIII. Of the Scripture as a Rule of Faith. / 0 6. 20 


i of the Church of ROME, © 


6 


q XIV. Of the Interpretation of Scripture. 


1, THE Queſtion is not, Whether Men are not bound to make uſe 
of the beſt means for the right Interpretation of Scripture, by - 
Reading, Meditation, Prayer, Advice, a humble and teachable Tem- 
per, Oc. i. e. all the proper means fit for ſuch an end? but whether af- 
ter all theſe, there be a neceſſity of ſubmitting to ſome Infallible Judge, 
in order to the attaining the certain Senſe of Scripture ? Vis | 
2. The Queſtion is not, Whether we ought not to have a mighty re- 
gard to the Senſe of the whole Chriſtian Church in all Ages fince the 
Apoſtles, which we profeſs to have? but, Whether the preſent Roman 
Church, as it ſtands divided from other Communions, hath ſuch a Right 
and Authority to interpret Scripture, that we are bound to believe that 
to be the Infallible Senſe of Scripture which ſhe delivers? 
And here I cannot but take notice how ſtrangely this matter 1 
miſrepreſented : for the Caſe is put, | 
I. As if _ one who rejefts their pretence of Infallibility, bad no- P. 2g. 
thing to guide him but his own private Fancy in the Interpretation of 
Scripture. | 15 „„ | 
2. As if we rejected the Senſe put upon Scripture by the whole Commu- 
nity. of Chriſtians in all Ages ſince the Apoſtles times. Whereas we appeal 
in the matters in difference between us, to this univerſal Senſe of the 
Chriſtian Church, and are verily perſuaded they cannot make it out in 
any one Point wherein we differ from them. And themſelves cannot 
deny, that in ſeveral we have plainly the conſent of the firſt Ages, as 
far as appears by the Books remaining, on our fide; as in the Worſhip 
of Images, Invocation of Saints, Papal Supremacy, Communion in both 
| kinds, Prayer and Scripture in known Tongues; and I may ſafely add, 
J the Sufficiency of the Scripture, Tranſubſtantiation, Auricular Confeſ- 
ſion, Publick Communions, Solitary Maſſes, to name no more. 
b But here lies the Artifice; We muſt not pretend to be capable of judg- 
| ing either of Scripture, or Tradition; but we muſt truſt their Judgment 
what is the ſenſe of Scripture, and what hath been the Practice of the 
Church in all Ages, although their own Writers confeſs the contrary : 
which 1s very hard. | | 
2 But he ſeems to argue for ſuch a ſubmiſſion to the Church; 1. Be- p. 29. 
| cauſe we receive the Book of Scripture from her; therefore from ber we 
: are to receive the ſenſe of the Book. An admirable Argument ! We re- 
ceive the Old Teſtament from the ems; therefore from them we are to 
X receive the ſenſe of the Old Teſtament, and ſo we are to reject the true 
x Meſſias. But this is not all: If by the Church, they mean the Church 
of Rome in diſtinction from others, we deny it: If they mean the whole 
Chriſtian Church, we grant it; but then the force of it is quite loſt. 
But why is it not poſſible for the Church of Rome to keep theſe Wri- 
tings, and deliver them to others, which make againſt her ſelf 2 Do not 
Perſons in Law-Suits often produce Deeds which make againſt them? 
But there is yet a farther Reaſon; it was not poſſible for the Church of 
Rome to make away theſe Writings, being ſo univerſally ſpread. 
2. Becauſe the Church puts the difference between true and falſe Books, 
therefore that muſt be truſted for the true ſenſe. of them. Which is juft 
as if one ſhould argue, The Clerks of the Rolls are to give an account 
| 2 to 


8 here 


554 KEW Ihe Doctrines and Pradices | OL 


to the Court of true Records, therefore they are to fit on the Bench, and 

to give Judgment in all Cauſes. The Church is only'to declare what it 

finds as to Canonical Books; but hath no Power to make any Book Ca- 

Controv. g. Nonical which was not before received for fuch. But I confeſs Stapleton 
Qu. 4 faith, the Church if it pleaſe may make Hermas his Paſtor, and Cle 
at? mens his Conſtitutions Canonical: but I do not think our Author will 
therein follow him. A 

7 2 
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XV. Of Tradition. 


P. 30, 31. J. K HE Queſtion is not about Human Traditions ſupplying the De- 
| eds of Scripture, as he miſrepreſents it; but whether there be 
an unwritten Word, which we are equally bound to receive with the 
Written Word : Although theſe things which paſs under that Name, 
are really but Human Traditions; yet we do not deny that they pretend 
them to be of Divine Original #4 | 
2 Theſl. 2. 2. We do not deny, but the Apoſtles might deliver ſuch things by Word 
13 as well as 4 Epiſtle, which their Diſciples were bound to believe and keep : 
but we think there is ſome difference to be made between what we cer- 
tainly know they delivered in Writing, and what it is now impoſſible 
for us to know; vis. what they delivered by word without writing, 

P. 31. 3. We ſee no ground why any one ſhould believe any Doctrine with 
a ſledfaſt and Divine Faith, which is not bottom'd on the Written Word; 
for then his Faith muſt be built on the Teſtimony of the Church as 
Divine and Infallible, or elſe his Faith cannot be Divine. But it is 
impoſlible to prove it to be Divine and Infallible, but by the Written 
Word; and therefore, as it is not reaſonable that he ſhould believe the 
Written Word by ſuch a Divine Teſtimony of the Church; fo if any 
particular Doctrine may be received on the Authority of the Church 
without the Written Word, then all Articles of Faith may, and ſo there 
would be no need of the Written Word. 

7. 32 4. The Faith of Sax ra doth no otherwiſe ſtand upon the Foundati- 
on of the Church's Tradition, than as 1t delivers down to us the Books of 
Scripture; but we acknowledge the general Senſe of the Chriſtian 
Church to be a very great help for underſtanding the true ſenſe of Scrip- 
ture; and we do not reject any thing ſo delivered; but what is all this 

to the Church of Rome © But this is ſtill the way of true Repreſenting. 


9 8 1101-0 
XVI. Of Councils. 


P. 33. 1. WV are glad to find ſo good a Reſolution as ſeems to be expreſſed 
Vin theſe words, viz. That be is obliged to believe nothing be- 
ſides that which Chriſt taught, and his Apoſtles ;, and if any thing contrary 
to this ſhould be defined, and commanded to be believed, even by Ten 
| Thouſand Councils, be believes it damnable in any one to receive it, and 
by fuch Decrees to make Additions to his Creed. This ſeems to be à 
very good ſaying, and it is pity any thing elſe ſhould overthrow it. 
But here lies the Miſrepreſenting; he will believe what Chriſt and his 
Apoſtles taught, from the Definitions of Councils, and fo all this Fabeck 
| Es 1 | abric 
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Fabrick falls to nothing; for it is but as if one mould Tay, If Aiſtarle 
ſhould falſfyfdeliber Plates ſenſe, I will! meuer believe: him, but I am 
reſolved ta take: Plato ꝭ ſenſe only froth An ,s words: 8 here; he 
firſt declares he will take the Faith of: Chriſt from: the Church; and 
then he ſaith; if the CRurth Repreſentative ſhould; contradict the: Fai ti 
of Chriſt He would never believe it. S. N i el nh ace 
2. We ediſpute nat. with\ them, the: Right and Neceſſity of General: 
Councils, (upon great occaſions) if they be truly ſd, rightfully called, 
hayfully.affembled, and fairly managed; which have deen, and may 
de of great uſe to the Chriſtian World, för ſetling icht Faith, healing 

the Breaches vf Chriſtendom, and reforming Abuſés. And we farther. | 
ſay, that the Decrees of ſuch Councils ought᷑ to be Tubmitted-to, where | 
they proceed upon certain Grounds of Faith; and hot upon unwritten 
Traditions; Which was the fatal ſtumbling at the Phreſhold in the / 
Council of Trent, and was not to be recovered afterwards; for their 

ſetting up Traditions equally with the Written Word, made it eaſie for: 

them to define, and as eaſie for all others to reject their Definitions, in 

caſe there had not been ſo many other Objections againſt tlie Proceed⸗ 
ings of that Council. And ſo all our Diſpute concerning this matter 

is taken off from the general Notion, and runs into the particular Det 
bate concerning the Qualifications and Proceedings of ſome which were 

called Free, General Councils, but were neither General, nor Free 5 p. 34: 
and therefore could not deliver the ſenſel ef the Catholic Church, which 
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VXull. Of Isfallibility in the Church. 
I. FE not pretend this belongs to the Paſtors and Prelater of bit p. 36; 
II Church, who may fall, he ſaith, into Hereſie and Schiſinz i but: 
that the whole Church is ſecured by Divine Promiſes from all Error and 
Danger of Prevarication;, which he proves from the Promiſes of the New 
Teſtament, Mat. 16. 18. —— 28. 20. John 14. 16, 26. But However 
the former ſeems to take away Infallibility from the Guides of the 
3 3 A0 that this is to be underſtood of them ſeparately, appears 

what OWS. = "Sore 11 250) Dy * „„ 

1785 The like Aſfiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt be believes to be in all General P. 48: 
Councils, which is the Church N e by which they are ſpeci :. 

1 ao fran all Error in all definitions and declarations in matters 
N Faxt "5 , * 5 CERT, 1 fir Te) ; ts TROY 9811 t . } 

Now here are two ſorts of Infallibility tacked to one another bỹ 
vertue of theſe general Promiſes, which ought more diſtinctly tothe 
conſidered... . rt... at oo 

I. To, preſerve Chriſt's Church ſo as it ſhall never ceaſe. to bea 
Church, is one thing; to preſerve it from all Error is another: The 
former anſwers the End of Chriſt's Promiſes, as to the Duration of the 


* 


* 


Church; and the latter is not implied in them. 
2. The promiſe of teaching them all Truth, John 16. 13. is not made 
to the whole Church, but to the Apoſtles : And their caſe was ſo pecu- 
liar and extraordinary, that there can be no juſt inference from the 
aſſiſtance promifed to them, of what the Church would enjoy in all 
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gu If the diffuſtve Church have'no infallible Aſſiſtance prekizietty then 
no:anfallible Aſſiſtace cam fromlthence berproved for the-Ghutch. rbpte: 
ſentative; ſa that ſome particular Promiſes to the Guides: of the Church 
as aſſemibled together, are fear to proVe the Infallibilir/ of Councils, 
Page 33, . It by fioumoans proves: following Councils: to. be infallible, becauſe 
the Apoſtles ſaid, As 15.28. It ſeemed pod rd the Holy G hot, und to 
us Qur Aubin ith: mot dmibt, but: the: ſums! may be prefixed to all 
ddtebininzvons in point vf Fhirb, reſblurd Ne General Council laws 
fully:: ſembled-finve* thut time, : by tobe held th the 'world's\end, But 


Aﬀiſtianc eh h&fith, Bing t et ts) fi au cibe Promiſe 2 But ſhall 72 
ſtancb imply! dafallibility® Then cirere muſt be good ſtore; as long as the 
Promiſes: of ixine Graue hid Fobd 2! But tllis Aſſiſtanee of Councils is 

very diffareiit fun the Aſſiſtaie of Grace, fr -thie Church may ſubſiſt 
wüthbut Copmcils / but chunot) without Grace: What General Council 

was there from mhelmee ling, H 151 to che Council of Mies Were 

not Chrift's Prbraſes fulfillech to His Church all that time, when it in- 
creaſed in all ptirts againſt tlie moſt violent Oppoſition ? 
Ji No Parityiof Reaſon from the Ji. Church can be ſufficient Proof 

Paze 39. for Infällibility in te Chriſtibhn. But our Authar argues thus, IF God's 
ſpecial Afſiſtunee was never doanting to the Churub of the Fews, ſo as to 

let it fail in the ruth of its Doctrins, or its Aupbority. Why ſbould not 

be believe the ſamo of. the C Huroh Chriſt, which'is built on better Pro- 


miſes ? What ſpecial Aſſiſtance was it which Iſrael had, when'it is ſaid; 


| 2 Chr. that for à long time Iſrael had been without the true God, and without a 
5:3 reaching Prieſt, and withour Lam? And as to Judab, was there no 
failing in point of Doctrine in our Saviour's time? It is true, they had 

the Law entire, and that wat all that was 8000 among them, for their 
Teachers had corrupted themſelves and the People, and made the Law 

of no effect among them: If there were Infallibility any where, it muſt 

be in the High-Prieſt and Sanhelrim; but is it poſſible for any Chriſtian 

do think them infallible, when" they wer ſo grofly miſtakeri about the 

main Article of their Faith as to the Meſſias, and pronounced him wor- 

thy of death > Is not this a fine Argunient for the Infallibility of the 
Guides of the Chriſtian Chufch s Hur the Cheb of Chriſt Bath better 
Promiſer :. No doubt of it, greater Promiſes of Grace and Mercy in this 
World, and in that to come: but what is all this to Infalliblity th Councils? 

6 Chriſt's command of Obedience to thoſe who ſat in Mofes's Chair, 
Page 39. (Mad. 23. 2.) doth not prove the Infallibility of "thoſe who fat there, 
Let this is alledged to that purpoſe; and that men ought not to doubt of 

chſoſt. in the reaſonableneſs of the Commands of their Superiors. But St. Chry- 
in loc. Ca. Moſes. / Per Cathedram Dofrinim Legis offendit,” ſaith St. Ferom: Not 
_ or. in their own Doctrine, but that of Moſes, ſaith 1/zdore;, and ſo· Hilary and 
Hilar. ca. Theophyla&, Maldonate confeſſeth, our Saviour's Words are to be un- 
1 b derſtood, not of their own Doctrine, but of that of the Law; and 
in lor. therefore he yields the Obedience here required to be reſtrained to that; 
All things, ſaith Cajetan, which they teach ont of Moſes's Chair : Not all 

their Dottrines, hut a far as they were conformable to the Laws, faith 

Ferus: Now can afly orie hence infer; that no men ought to diſpute any 
Commands of Superiors, Wheft it is fippoſed, that there is a Rule and 
Standard for theft to ſpeak! ictbriling to; and our Saviour elſewhere 

doth ſuppoſe theſe very Men to teach things contrary to the Law, wha 

T2 RAT, the 


_— foflow Taith, our Saviour ſpeaks of the clings nene by the Lam of 
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Which he knows is not the matter in queſtion, 
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the Caſe,of Corhon, Would our Saviour. contfadidt himſelf; ar require 1: 


due ſubmiſſion to qur Spperiors. in the Church; yea, we: allow thema 
Power, to determine things nat forbidden; beet chink Obedience due in 
ſuch things by vertue of their Authority; but yet, this is far jenough | |... 
from Infant, or an unlimited implicit Obedience, which woudd 
overthrow the force of, all our Saviour's Reaſonings againſt the Scriben 
and F hariſees, as to their miſinterpreting the Law, and the ſuperſtit- 1 .--: » 
ous Practices they impoſed upon the People. 
tt z 1 n e e 42-48 
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I. XN XE do not charge them with 0 the Pope to be God; 


in his Preface; but there is ſome reaſon to doubt whether they do not 

at ſome times give him greater Honour than becomes a Man. I inſtance 

in the Adoration after his Election, when the new Pope is placed upon 
the Altar to receive the Submiſſions of the Cardinals; but the Altar, _ 61 
themſelves do confeſs to be ſacred to God alone: And there they profeſs n 
to worſhip Jeſus Chriſt, as preſent in the Hoſt. This therefore looks 

too much like aſſuming, the place' of Chriſt, and not becoming the di- 

ſtance between God and Man; | 719111 


- * 


2. The Queſtion is, Whether Chriſt hath appointed the Pope or Biſhop 


» 


£ 


| of Rome to be Paſtor, Governour, and Head of his Church under bim? 
This, he faith, be believes, and this he knows we deny, and therefore Page 40. 


had reaſon to expect ſome proof of it. But inſtead thereof he tells us bow 
they look on themſelves as obliged to ſhew him the 10 due to his Place, 
| Iwo things however 
he faith, which ſeem to juſtifie his Title. 1 
1. He is the Succeſſor of St. Peter, to whom Chriſt committed the care 
of his Flock. But how far is this from proving the Pope to be Head of Page 41; 
the Church under Chriſt ? For how does it appear that Chriſt ever made 
St. Peter Head of the Church, or committed his Flock to him, in con- 
tradiſtinction to the reſt of the Apoſtles > This is ſo far from being 
evident from Scripture, that the Learned Men of their Church are 
aſhamed of the Places commonly produced for it; it being impoſhble 
ever to juſtifie the ſenſe of them according to their own Rules of in- Mat.16.18- 
terpreting Scripture, viz. by the unanimous conſent of the. Fathers: 
For, 1. Thou art Peter, and upon this Rock will I build my Church, is in- Chnſeſtom, 
terpreted by many of the Fathers, both Greek and Latin, of St. Peter's Pet. Tom. 
Confeſſion, and not of his Perſon; ſo by S. Chryſoſtom, S. Ambroſe, S. Au- 5. ed.Savil, 
guſtin, S. Baſil of Selencie, S. Hilary, S. Gregory Nyſſen, and Theodoret; 22 FR 
all great and conſiderable Perſons in the Chriſtian Church, whoſe Words Incar.dom. 
are plain and full to that purpoſe; and fo they can never produce the Seamento 
unanimous conſent of the Fathers for S. Peter's Supremacy out of theſe 4uyguftin,de 
words, 2. And unto thee will I give the Keys of the Kingdom of Hea- beg ring 
ven, are interpreted by the Fathers, of S. Peter in common with the other . 
Apoſtles 3 ſo * Origen, S. Cyprian, S. Hilary, S. Hierom, and S. Auguſtin, Wir 
Joh. 124. Baſil. Seleuc. Orat. 25. ad fin. Hilar. de Trinit. I. 6. Greg. Nyſſen, de Advent Domini cap. ult. Theo- 
doret Epiſt. 77. 146. Mar. 16. 19. | | | ; 3 | 
+ * Orig. Comment. in Mat. Gr. Lat: p. 275. Cyprian. de Unit. Eceleſiæ. Hilar, de Trinit. I. 6. Hier. c. Jo- 
Vin. I. 1. c. 14. in blat. 16. Aug. in Joh, Tr. 118, 1711 _ Joh. To. va. 5 
i ts of | 
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the whole Flock, under the New Law, as be di 
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taken ſo great pains, not only to prove the Popes Supremacy to be an 


encroachment and uſurpation in the Church, but that the laying it aſide 
is neceſſary to the Peace and Unity of it. And until the Divine Inſti- 
tution of the Papal Supremacy be proved, it is to no Party to debate 
2what manner of Aſſiſtance is promiſed to the Pope in bis Decrees. Our 
Author 1s willing to decline the debate about his perſonal W as 
a matter vf Opinion, and not of Faith; and yet he faith, he doubts not 
but God doth grant a ſpecial Afiftance to the High-Prieſt, for the good of 

7 under the Old, and pro- 
duces the Inſtance of Caiaphas, Fob. 11. 51. This is a very ſurprizing 
way of reaſoning; for if his Arguments be good from Scripture, he 
muſt hold the Pope's perſonal Infallibility as a matter of Faith; and yet 
one would hardly think he ſhould build an Article of Faith on the in- 
{tance of Caiaphas: For what conſequence can be drawn from God's over- 
ruling the mind of a very bad man, when he was carrying on a moſt 
wicked deſign, to utter ſuch words, which in the event proved true in 
another ſenſe than he meant them, that therefore God will give a ſpe- 
cial Aſſiſtance to the Pope in determining matters of Faith > Was not 
Caiaphas himſelf the man who propoſed the taking away the Life of 


Chriſt at that time? Was - aſſiſted in that Council? Did not he deter- 
e 


mine afterwards Chriſt to be guilty of blaſphemy, and therefore worthy 
of death? And is not this a rare Infallibility which is ſuppoſed to be 
conſiſtent with a Decree to crucifie Chriſt > And doth he in earneſt think 
ſuch Orders are to be obeyed, whether the ſupreme Paſtor be infallible 
or not? For ſo he concludes, That his Sentence is to be obeyed, whether 
he be infallible or no. ” Þ 

Ake 141-24 
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XIX. Of Diſpenſations. 


H E R E the Mifepreſenter faith, That a Papift believes that the 
1 Pope hath Authority to diſpenſe with the Laws of God, and ab- 


ſolve any one {rom the Obligation of keeping the Commandments. On 


the other fide, the Repreſenter affirms, That the Pope has no Authority 
to diſpenſe with the Law of God,; and that there's no power upon Earth 
| 2 
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ben abſolve any we from the __ of keeping the Commandments: This 
matter is not tobe determine 
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of the Charch of ROM E. 


y the ones affirming, and the others de- 

of Rome about this matter. And there are Three Opinions about it. 

I. Of thoſe who aſſert; That the Pope hath a Power of diſpenſing in pe conceſ. 
any Divine Lam, except the Articles of Faith. The Gloſs upon thePrabend. é 


” 


Canon Law faith, That where the Text ſeems to imply, that the Pope abba pts 
cannot diſpenſe againſt the Apoſtle, it is to be underſtood of Articles offofuir de ' 
Faith. And Pznormitan faith, This Expoſition pleaſes him well; for bend. 
the Pope may diſpenſe in all other things: contra Apoſtolum diſpenſat, C. 6. c. 
faith the Gloſs on the Decree : And the Roman Editors in the Margin, Aiftorinats 
refer to 34. Diſt. c. Lector to prove it: And there indeed the Gloſs is 
very plain in the caſe, ſic ergo Papa diſpenſat contra Apyſtoltim + And the 
Roman Correctors there juſtifie it, and ſay it is no abſurd Doctrine as to 
ofitive Inſtitutions ; but the former notable Gloſs, as Panormitan calls gui, ange: 
t, ſets down the particulars wherein the Pope may diſpenſe, As lic. v. dil. 
1. Againſt the Apoſtles and their Canons. 2. Againſt the Old Tſp. Penintia 
ment. 3. In Vows. 4. In Oaths. The Summa Angelica faith, the 
Pope may difpenſe as to all the Precepts of the Old Teſtament. And 


Calvaſius founds this Power upon the plenitude of the Pope's Power, 


according to that Expreſſion in the Decretal mentioned, that he can, ex 


plenitudine Poteſtatis de Jure ſupra Jus diſpenſare; and without ſuch 
2 Power, he ſaith, God would not have taken that care of his Church, 
which was to be expected from his Wiſdom. Facobatius brings ſeveral jucoba. de 
Inſtances of this Power in the Pope, and refers to the Syeculator for Conciliisl. 
more. Fac. Almain faith, That all the Canoniſts are of Opinion, that 192%, 
the Pope may diſpenſe againſt the Apoſtle: and many of their Divines, poreſt Ec- 
but not all: For, | | . cleſtz,c.13. 
2. Some of their Divities held that the Pope could not diſpenſe with 
the Law of God, as that implies a proper relaxation of the Law, but 
could only Authoritatively declare that the Law did not oblige in ſuch 

a particular caſe, becauſe an Inferior could not take away the force of 
a Superior's Law, and otherwiſe there would be no fixed and immuta- 
ble Rule in the Church; and if the Pope might diſpenſe in one Law of 
God, he might diſpenſe in the reſt. And of this Opinion were ſome 
of the moſt eminent School-Divines, as Thomas Aquinas, Bonaventure, 
Major, Soto, and Catharinus, who at large debates this Queſtion, and 
denies that the Pope hath any Power to diſpenſe with God's Law: But 
then he adds, that the Pope hath a kind of Prophetical Power to declare 
in what Caſes the Law doth oblige, and in what not; which he paral- Catrii 
lels with the power of declaring the Canon of Scripture ; and this he p. 524. © 
doth not by his own Authority, but by God's; He confeſſeth the Pope 

cannot diſpenſe with thoſe Precepts which are of themſelves indiſpenſa- 

ble; nor alter the Sacraments ; but then, faith he, there are ſome Di- 

vine Laws, which have a general force, but in particular caſes may be 
diſpenſed with; and in theſe caſes the Law is to be relaxed, ſo that the 

Relaxation ſeems to come from God himſelf : But he confeſſes this 

1 0 is not to be often made uſe of; ſo that he makes this power to 

e no Act of Juriſdiction, but of Prophetical Interpretation, as he calls 

it; and he brings the inſtance of Caiaphas to this purpoſe: And he 

adds, that the difference between the Divines and Canoniſts was but in 

Terms; for the Canoniſte were in the right as to the power, and the 
Divines in the manner of explaining it. N 2D 

** ar 3. Others 
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3. Others have thought this too looſe a way of explaining the Pope's 

power, and therefore they ſay; That the Pope hath not u bare declaratory 

Power, but a real Power of diſpenſing in a Proper ſenſe in particular Caſes - 

For ſay they, the other is no act of Juriſdiction, but of Diſcretion, 

and may belong to other men as well as to the Pope; but this they look 

on as more agreeable to the Pope's Authority and Commiſſion; and a 

| bare declaratory power would not be ſufficient for the Church's Ne- 
Sanchez de ceſſity; as Sanchez ſhews at large, and quotes many Authors for this 
rr Opinion; and Sayr more; and he faith the Practice of the Church cam 
Sayr. Glas, not be ee without it. Which Suarez much inſiſts upon; and with- 
it, he faith, the Church bath fallen into intolerable Errors; and it is 

devot. . g. evident, he faith, the Church hath granted real Diſpenſations, and not 
c. 9. n. 3, nere Declarations. And he founds it upon Chriſt's promiſe to Peter, 


*, 9, 17. To thee will I give the Keys, and the charge to him, Feed my Sheep. 


But then he explains this Opinion, by ſaying that it is no formal Diſ- 
penſation with the Law of God, but the matter of the Law is changed 
or taken away 3 | 
Thus I have briefly laid together the different Opinions in the Church 
of Rome about this power of diſpenſing with the Law of God, from which 
it appears, that they do all conſent in the thing, but differ only in the 
manner of explaining it. a. 3 
And I am therefore afraid our Repreſenter is a very unſtudied Divine, 
and doth not well underſtand their own Doctrine, or he would never have 
talked ſo boldly and unſkilfully in this matter. 
As to what he pretends, that their Church teaches that every Lye is a 
Sin, &c. it doth not reach the caſe; For the Queſtion is not, Whe- 
ther their Church teach men to lye, but, Whether there be not ſuch a 
Power in the Church, as by altering the Nature of things, may not 
make that not to be a Lye, which otherwiſe would be one: As their 
Church teaches that Men ought not to break their Vows ; yet no ong 
among them queſtions, but the Pope may diſſolve the Obligation of a 
Vow altho' it be made to God himſelf. Let him ſhew then, how the 
Pope comes to have a power to releaſe a Vow made to God, and not to 
have a power to releaſe the Obligation to veracity among men; | 
Again, We do not charge them with delivering any ſuch Doctrine, 
Page 45. That men may have Diſpenſations to lye and forſwear themſelves at Fas wk 
for we know this Diſpenſing power is to be kept up as a great Myſtery, 
and not to be made uſe of, but upon weighty and urgent cauſes, of 
great conſequence and benefit to the Church, as their Doctors declare. 
But as to all matters of fact which he alludes to, I have nothing to ſay 
to them; for our debate is only, whether there be ſuch a power of Diſ- 
penſation allowed in the Church of Rome, or not? 


XX. Of the Depoſing Power. 


| firſt take notice of his Conceſſions, which will ſave us a labour 
of proofs. _ | — | 
page 45. 1. He yields That the Depoſmg and King-killing power hath been main- 
tamed by ſome Canoniſls and Divines of bis Church, and that it is in their 
Opinion lawful; and annexed to the Papal Chair. | 3 
| — | 2. 414 
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T To bring this matter into as narrow a compaſs as may be, I ſhall 
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. 2 Ver p opes } have eee th aft acdirding 10 this Power. 8 
But then he denies har this Doctrine appertains tb the Faith” of his 


0 burch, und is ro be hehebed by all. . that Communion. And more rene 
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Let us now calmly debate the matter” Whether According to the, re- 


ceived principles of the Church of Rome, this be onlya particular pi- 


nion of ſome Popes and Divines or be to be received as A matter 4 
Faith. The Queſtion ide, 13 IEG 5 1 
Whether thoſe who deny it, do account it an Article of F aith; 
we know they do not: But whether upon the principles of the i 
of Rome they are not bound to do it. N 
I ſhall only, to avoid cavilling, pore upon the pritciples owned by 
dur Author himſelf, og, 
1. That the ſenſe '0 Seri thre, ar unter, flood by "the community. of pag. 29. 
3 in al Ages | luce The Apoſtles,” is to Ve rake n rem the prejens 
Church. 
2. That b 4 the arch 27 : herb he underflands che Paſtors and Pre. Pap. 34. 
ed in Councils, who are appointed by Chrizt and bis Apo. 
7 . the! deciſio on 155 controverſie es 5, and that they: haue Wallible 
Aſiſtance. 5 
A That he Pope as the Head of the Church, bath a. particular 405 If p. 40, 4t. 
ance promiſed him, with a ſpecial regard to bis Office and ae 285 
If helefere it appetr tha at Popes and Councils have declared t De- 
poſing Doctrine, and they have received other things as Neues of Ein 
upon the ſame Declarations, Why ſhould they then ſtick at yielding ii 
to be an Article of Faith, as well as the other? | 

It is not denied, that I can find, that Popes and Cpünel for feve- 

ral Ages have aſſerted and exerciſed the epoſing power; 55 but it is 
alledged againſt theſe Decrees and Ads, 1. That they. were not 
grounded upon Univerſal Tradition. 2. That they had not Pine 
Reception. 

Moe. if theſe be A to overthrow the Definijons of Cornel 

let us confider the conſequences & Be 

1. Then every Man is left to examine the Decrees: of Councits, 
whether tliey are to be embraced or not; for he is to. judge whe 
they are founded on Univerſal Tradition; "and ſo he is not to take the 
ſenſe of the preſent Church. for his Guide, but the Univerſal Church 
from Chriſt's time: which overthrows a Fundamental Fringple) of the 
[Roman Church. - 

2. Then he muſt reje& the pretended. Infallibiliry | in the 2:3", of 
the Church, if they could ſo notoriouſly err in a matter of ſo great 
conſequence. to the peace of Chriſtendom as this was; and conſe- 
Quently their authority could not be ſufficient to declare any Articles 
of Faith, and ſo all perſons muſt be left at liberty to believe as 
they ſee calle,  pdtiwithitanding the Definitions made by Popes, and 
Councils. 

3. Then he muſt believe the Guides of the Roman Church to have 
been miſtaken, not once or twice, but to have perſiſted in it for Five 
hundred years: which muſt take away, not only infallibility, but any 
kind of Reverence to the authority of it. For whatever may be ſaid 
as to thoſe who have depended on Princes, or favour their parties a- 
gainſt the Guides of the — it cannot be denied that for ſo long 

time 
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" time the leading party in that. Church did afſert and maintain-the De- 


Decreti 


| Diſcuſſio be ſaid, That there was ſcarce any Article of the Chriſtian Faith, the de- 
| MapniCon- n whereof was more dangerous to the Church, or did precipitate Men 
o Hereſie and Hatred of the Church, than this of the Depoſing 


cil. Lateran. norè int 
p39 Power; for, he ſays, they could not maintaiu their Churches Autharity 


p. o, G. And he reckons up theſe ill Conſequences of denying it. 


1. That the Roman Church hath erred for at leaft five hundred years, 
in a matter fundamental as to Government, and of great Moment: 
Which is worſe than an Error about Sacrainents, as Penance, Extream 
Unction, Gc. and yet thoſe who deny the Church can err in one, hold 
that it hath erred-1n a greater matter. ier lo, e „s Hip) 
2. That it hath not only erred, but voluntarily and out of Ambition, 
perverting, out of deſign, the Doctrine of .the Primitive Church and 
F athers concerning the Power of the Church, and bringing in another 
contrary to it, againſt the Right and Authority of Princes; which were 


- 
« 


a grievous ſin, .. 
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3. That it made knowingly, unrighteous Decrees, to draw perſons 

from their Allegiance to Princes; and ſo they became the cauſes of ma- 

. - nySeditions and Rebellions, and all the ill conſequences of them, under 
a ſhew of Piety and Religion. 8 ER 


4. That the Churches Decrees, Commands, Judgments and Cenſures 
may be ſafely contemned as Null, and containing intolerable Errors. 
3 it may require ſuch things which good Subjects are bound to 
diſobey. = 55 8 5 | 

5. That Gregory VII. in the Canon Nos Sanforum, &c. Urban II. 
Gregory IX. the Councils of Lateran under Alex. III. and Innocent III. 
ie Councils of Lyons, of Vienna, of Conſtance, of Lateran under 

Leo X. and of Trent, have all grievouſly and enormouſly erred about 
this matter; For that it was the Doctrine of them all, he ſhews at 
3 ; and ſo Seven General Councils loſe their Infallibility at one 
OW. 3 10 8 | 
6. That the Gates of Hell have prevailed againſt the Church : For 
the true Church could never teach ſuch pernicious Doctrine as this 
muſt be, if it be not true. And if it erred in this, it might as well 
err in any other Doctrine, and ſo Men are not bound to believe or o- 
7 That Princes and all Laymen have juſt Cauſe to withdraw from 
their Church ; becauſe it ſhewed it ſelf to be governed by a ſpirit of 
Ambition, and not by the Spirit of God; and not only ſo, but they may 
juſtly proſecute all that maintain a Doctrine ſo pernicious to Govern- 
ment, if it be not true. : | > | 
Let us now ſee what our Author faith to clear this from being a Doctrine 
of the Church of Rome. 173 | 
1. That for the few Authors that are abettors of this Doctrine, there are 
of 5 Communion Three times the number that publickly diſown all ſuch 
Authority. 5 3 5 
If this be true, it is not much for the Reputation of their Church, 
1 That there ſhould be ſuch a number of thoſe who are liable to all theſe 
- dreadful conſequences, which Leſſius urges upon the deniers of it: But 
is it poſſible to believe there ſhould be ſo few followers of ſo many 
Popes, and Seven General Councils, owned for ſuch by the diſowners 
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of this Doctrine, except the Lateran under Leo X > The poor Eaſtern Diſcuil. 

Chriſtians are condemned for Hereticks by the Church of Rome, for re: Poul 

fuſing to ſubmit to the Decrees of one General Council, either that of Kd. 

Epheſus, or of Chalcedon“ and they plead for themſelves, That there . 

was a miſinterpretation of their meaning, or not right underſtanding 

one another about the difference of Nature and Perſon, which occafioned phit'p. a 

thoſe Decrees. I would fain know, whether thoſe Churches which do S-Trivir. 

not embrace the Decrees of thoſe Councils, are in a ſtate of Hereſie or =T "4 

not? If they be, then what muſt we think of ſuch who reje& the De- e. 5- Clem 

crees of Seven General Councils, one after another, and give far leſs 1 

probable accounts of the Proceedings of thoſe Councils in their Defini- Arm. Cs. 

tions, than the other do. 8 . SS, 2. 

2. He faith, Thoſe who haue condemned it, have not been in the leaſt i 

ſuſpected of their Religion, or of denying any Article of Faith. Let any 

one judge of this by Leſſius his Conſequences : And the Author of the 

fixſt Treatiſe againſt the Oath of Allegiance faith in plain Terms, That 7eus 

the Opinion that the Pope hath no ſuch Power, is erroneous in Faith, as well Toalh. 

ar temerarious and impious ;, And he proves it by this ſubſtantial argu- Fe dr Bec 
ent ; becauſe they who hold it, muſt ſuppoſe that the Church hath 

65 for ſome time in a damnable Error of Belief, and Sin of Practice: 

And he not only proves that it was defined by Popes and Councils, but 

for a long time univerſally received; and that no one Author can be 

produced before Calvins time, that denied this Power abſolutely, or in 

any caſe whatſoever. But 4 few Authors that are Abettors of it, faith 

our Repreſenter : Not one total Diſſenter for a long time, ſaith the other: 

And which of theſe is the true Repreſenter? The deniers of it not in 

the leaſt ſuſpeted of their Religion, ſaith one: Their Opinion is erro- 

neous in Faith, temerarious and impious, ſaith the other. And a Pro- 

feſſor of Lovain, now living, hath undertaken to ſhew, that the num- 

ber is far greater of thoſe who aſſert this Doctrine, than of thoſe who 
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deny it. . 

E IF we charge their Church with this Opinion, may not they as p. 47. hs 
well charge ours with the like; ſince Propoſitions as dangerous were Auttoritas 
condemned at Oxford, July 26. 1683. as beld not by Fehn, but by 4 2 
ſome among our ſelves ® This is the force of his Reaſoning : But aicara ad: 
we muſt deſire the Reader to conſider the great diſparity of the caſe. _ 
We cannot deny, that there have been men of ill Minds, and diſloyal —_ _— 
Principles, Fa&ious and Diſobedient, Enemies to the Government, both Eci. 
in Church and State; but have theſe Men ever had that countenance 1, 4D. 
from the Doctrines of the Guides of our Church, which the depoſing 1684. 
Doctrine hath had in. the Church of Rome? To make the caſe pa- 
rallel, he muſt ſuppoſe our Houſes of Convocation to have ſeveral 
times declared theſe damnable Doctrines, and given Encouragement 
to Rebels to proceed againſt their Kings, and the Univerſity of Ox- 
ford to have condemned them; for this is truly the caſe in the Church 
of Rome; the Popes and Councils have owned, and approved, and act- 
ed by the Depoſing Principle: but the -Univerſities of France, of 
late years, have condemned it. How come the Principles of the 
Regicides among us to be parallel d with this Doctrine, when the 
Principles of our Church are ſo directly contrary to them; and our 
Houſes of Convocation would as readily condemn any ſuch damna- 


ble Doctrines, as the Univerſity of Oxford? And all the World 


knows how repugnant ſuch Principles are to thoſe of the Church 
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falſe to our Church. | 


of England; and none can be Rebels to their Prince, but they muſt be 
As to the perſonal Loyalty of many . 
no Reaſon bo” queſtion it, ſo it ĩs not 1 7 
ſince our buſineſs is not concerning Perſons, but Doctrines; ind it was 


rſons in that Church, as I have 


of old obſerved concerning the Eyicureunt, That though their principles 


did overthtow any true Friendſhip, yet many of them made excel 


ent 
Friends. | 


B. 
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XXI. Of Communion in One Kind. 42.2 


OR our better proceeding in this Controverſie, I ſhall ſet down the 
State of it as clearly as I can. * 
1. The Queſtion is not, Whether the firſt Inſtitution of the Sacrament 
of the Euchariſt by Jeſus Chriſt, were in one Kind, ot two: for all 
confeſs it was under both Kinde. | Huh ES 
2. It is not, Whether both Kinds are not ſtill neceſſary for the due Ce. 
lebration of it; for it is granted that both Kinds are neceſſary to be upon 


—— * — 


the Altar, or elſe there could be no complete Sacrifice. 


3. It is not, Whether the people may be wholly excluded from both 
Kinds, and ſo the Sacrifice only remain: for they grant that the people 
are bound to communicate in one Kind. | . 

4. It is not concerning any peculiar and extraordinary Caſes, where 
no Wine is to be had, or there be a particular Averſion to it, or any 
ſuch thing, where poſitive Inſtitutions may be reaſonably preſumed to 
have no force: But concerning the publick and ſolemn Celebration, 
and participation of it in the Chriſtian Church. 5 

5. It is not concerning the mere diſuſe or neglect of it, But concern- 
ing the lawfulneſs of Excluding the people from both Kinds, by the 
Churches prohibition, notwithſtanding the Inſtitution of it by Chriſt in 
both Kinds, with a command to keep up the Celebration of it to his 


ſecond coming. 


Here now conſiſts the point in Controverſie, Whether the Churchbe. 
ing obliged to keep up the Inſtitution in both Kinds, be not equally ob- 
liged to diſtribute both as our Saviour did, to as many as partake of it? 
Our Author not denying the Inſtitution, or the continuance of it, ſaith, 
Our Savior left it rodifrens to receive it in one Kind, or both, And that 
is the point to be examined. | 

1. He faith, Chriſt delivered it to his Apoſtles, who only were then pre- 
Jent, and whom he made Prieſts juſt before: yet he gave no command that 
it ſhould be ſo received by all the Faithful. . 

But were not the Apoſtles all the Faithful then preſent > I pray in 
what capacity did they chen receive it? As Prieſts? How did they 
receive the Bread before the hoc facite? As Prieſts or as Faithful? It 
6 ridiculous to ſuppofe the hoc facite changed their capacity; and if it 
did, it only relates to-confecrating, and not to receiving: but if Chriſt 
gave it only to the Apoſtles as Prieſts; then for all that I can fee, the 
People are not at all concerned in one kind or other; but it was intend- 
ed only for Prieſts: If the people be concerned, how came they to be 
fo 2 Where is there any command but what refers to the firſt Inſtitu- 
tion? And it had been more plauſible, according to this Anſwer, to ex- 
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per for me to debate it, if I did; 
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7 dude the People wholly, than to- admit them to one Kind, and to debar 3 


them the other. - 5 
2. Chriſt attributes the obtaining Life Everlaſting, the end of the In- 


4 : itution, ſometimes to receiving under both Kinds, ſometimes under one, 
=; John 6. 51, 57, 58. He could not eafily have thought of any thin 
vag . . : ge bp, rt uery fone 8 
* more againſt himſelf; for our Saviour there makes it as neceſſary to 
win drink his Blood, as to eat his Fleſh, Perily, verily, I ſay unto you, Except Sc. John 
* ye eat the Fleſh of the Son of man, and drink his Blood, ye have no Life in 6. 5l. 
B. you e If this be underſtood of the Sacrament, as he faith, How is it 
WY poſſible for him to make the Cup indifferent > Unleſs it be indifferent 
A whether the People be ſaved or not. | „ 
3. Chriſt himſelf” adminiſtred the Sacrament to ſome of his Diſciples un- 
| der one kind only, Luke 24. 30. But is he ſure Chriſt did then admini- 
he ſter the Sacrament to them? Or that if he did, the Cup was not im- 
plied, ſince breaking of Bread, when taken for an ordinary Meal in 
a Scripture, doth not exclude drinking at it? But St. Auguſtin he ſaith, 
all (I. 49. de Conſenſu Evangel.) underſtands that place of the Sacrament, If 
1 he doth, it cannot be where he ſaith; for St. Auguſtin wrote but Four 
w Books of that Subject: but J. 3. 25. he doth ſay ſomething towards it; 
ow yet St. Auguſtin in another place ſuppoſes that theſe Diſciples did both 
eat and drink. The Diſciples did not know him, but in the breaking of Tract. 2. in 
28 Bread; and truly he that doth not eat and drink Judgment to himſelf, dot 5 1 
le in the breaking of Bread own Chriſt, Where it is plain, that he applies 8 
both, to the breaking of Bread here ſpoken of. = 
* 44᷑. He faith, it was the Cuſtom of the Primitive Chriſtians to give it 
„ under one kind to Children, the Sick, and to Men in a ꝓourney. I would 
to he had produced his Authorities to prove theſe things, for I can 
ty bring ſeveral to prove the direct contrary as to Children and ſick 
Perſons, and Travellers, and not only Ancient Writers, but the moſt 
of Learned of their own Church. And therefore I cannot but wonder 
ne to find him ſaying, This was atteſted by all Ancient Writers, and Mo- 
m dern Hiſtorians, But I have ever found thoſe have been moſt mi- 
oy ſtaken, who produce 2 Writers and Hiſtorians ; when it may be, there 
is not one that ſpeaks home to the buſineſs. At leaſt, we have here none 
e- mentioned, and therefore none to examin; and it would be too hard a 
d taſk to ſearch Al. os 
t2 5. He adds to this extravagancy, in ſaying, That Receiving in one or 
* both kinds, was indifferent for the firſt Four hundred years ; when the 
1 contrary is ſo manifeſt, that the moſt ingenious of their own Writers 
| confeſs it. If any Perſons did carry home one kind (which is very que- 
1 ſtionable ; for Baronius and Albaſpinæus ſay, they carried both 2 
is to receive it in times of Perſecution, at what ſeaſon they thought fit af- 


terwards ; this ought not to be ſet up againſt the general and conſtant 
1 Rule of the Church; which is atteſted, not only by Caſſander and ſuch 
7 like, but even by Salmero, Ruardus Tapperus, and Lindanus, who make 
t no ſcruple of ſaying, The publick Celebration in the Primitive Church 
8 was in both Kinds. But then, how is it poſſible for us to judge better, 
t what they thought themſelves bound to do, than what they conſtantly 
F obſerved in all their publick Celebrations? The Church is not accoun- 
2 table for the particular F ancies or Superſtitions of Men; but what was 
; obſerved in all publick Offices, we have reaſon to think the Church 
thought it ſelf obliged ſo to do, out of regard to the Inſtitution of 
Chrift, And to ſhew how Univerſal this Obſervation was inthe Church, 
thoſe who give account of the Eaſtern Church ſay, That the Greeks, 
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Page 32. 


Neſtorians, Armenians, Maronites, Cophtites and Abyſſins, do all obſerve 
it ſtill, viz. That the publick Communicants do partake of both Kinds, 
And not one of all theſe Churches, but think themſelves bound to ob- 
ſerve it, out of regard to the Inſtitution of Chriſt ; and why then 
ſhould any think the Primitive Church thought it indifferent? 

6. The firſt Precept of receiving under both Kinds, was given to the 
Faithful by Pope Leo, A. D. 443. and confirmed by Gelaſius, A. D. 490. 


This is a great miſtake, for Leo gave no Precept about it; but only told 
the People how they might certainly diſcover the Manichees, for they 


would conform in other things, but they would not taſte of the Wine: 
which argued, that all other Communicants did then partake in both 
Kinds. Gelaſius not only confirms the Cuſtom then uſed, but he faith, 
That it is Sacrilege to divide that Holy Myſtery. And ſurely he did nor 
account Sacrilege an Indifferent thing, 

7. Laſtly he faith, That thoſe who receive in one Kind, are truly par. 
takers of the whole Sacrament. This is a new way of Concomitancy, 
We uſed to hear of Whole Chriſt under either Species, and that Hole 
Chriſt was therefore received; but how comes it to be the whole Sacyq- 
ment, which conſiſts of two diſtin& Parts? And if it be a Sacrifice, 
the Blood muſt be ſeparated from the Body, elſe the Blood of Chriſt is 


not conſidered as ſhed, and ſo the Notion of the Sacrifice will be loſt: 
Which 1s our next Head. e 


— 


XXII. Of the MA SS. 3.2K. 


| Un this Head, which is thought of ſo great Conſequence in 


Seſſ. 22. 
cap. 2. 
cap. 1, 
2, 3, Oc. 


Page 535 


the Roman Church, I expected a fuller Repreſentation than I here 
find; as about the Opus Operatum, i. e. how far the mere Act is effe- 
ual : About their Solitary Maſſes, when no Perſon receives but the 
Prieſt ; About tlie People having ſo little to do, or underſtand, in all 
the other parts of the Maſs, About the Rites and Ceremonies of the 
Maſs, how uſeful and important they are ; About reconciling the pre- 
ſent Canon of the Maſs, with the preſent Practices; About offering up 
Maſſes for the honour of Saints. All which we find in the Council of 
Trent, but are omitted by our Repreſenter; who ſpeaks of the Maſs, as 
tho' there were no Controverſie about it, but only concerning the Sacri- 
fice there ſuppoſed to be offered up, and which he is far from true Re- 
preſenting : For the Council of Trent not only affirms a true proper pro- 
pitiatory Sacrifice to be there offered up for the quick and dead, but de- 
nounces Anathema's againſt thoſe that deny it. So that the Queſtion is 
not, Whether the Euchariſt may not in the ſenſe of Antiquity be allow- 
ed to be a Commemorative Sacrifice, as it takes in the whole Action: 
but whether in the Maſs there be ſuch a Repreſentation made to God 
of Chriſt's Sacrifice, as to be it ſelf a true and Propitiatory Sacrifice for 
the Sins of the Quick and the Dead ? | 

Now, all that our Repreſenter ſaith to the purpoſe, is, 


1. That Chrift bequeathed his Body and Blood at his laſt Supper, 


under the Species of Bread and Wine, not only a Sacrament, but alſo 4 
Sacrifice, I had thought it had been more proper to have offered a Sa- 
critice, than to have bequeathed it. And this ought to have been pro- 
ved, as the Foundation of this Sacrifice, vis. That Chriſt did at his laſt 
Supper offer up his Body and Blood, as a Propitiatory Sacrifice to God. 
And then what need his ſuffering on the Croſs ? 


2. He gave this in charge to his Apoſtles, as the firſt and chief 2 
2 og 


. 


— — — 
of the Church of ROME. 
rve of the New Teſtament, and to their Succeſſors, to offer. But Where? oh 
ds. When? and How? For we read nothing at all of it in Scripture. Chriſt 
ob- mdeed did bid them do the ſame thing be had there done in his laſt Sup- 
en per. But did he then offer up himſelf, or not? If not, How can 4 . 
Sacrifice be drawn from his Action; If he did, it is impoſſible to prove | 
the the neeeſſity of his dying afterwards. 5 # | 
Jo. 3. This Sacrifice was never queſtioned till of late years, We ſay, it 
id was never determined to be a Propitiatory Sacrifice, till of late. We 
bey do not deny the Fathers interpreting Mal. 1. 11. of an Offering under 
e; the Goſpel; but they generally underſtand it of Spiritual and Eucha- 
th riſtical Sacrifices; and although ſome of them, by way of Accommoda- 
th tion, do apply it to the Euchariſt, yet not one of them doth make it a 
0 Propitiatory Sacrifice, which was the thing to be proved: For, we have 
no mind to diſpute about Metaphorical Sacrifices, when the Council of 
7 Trent ſo poſitively decrees it to be a True, Proper, and Propitiatory Sa- 
y,  crifice. | : 
le — 
0 Db XIII. of PURGATORY. 
5 Ere our Author begins with proving from Scripture and Antiqui- 
P ty, and then undertakes to explain the Doctrine of Purgatory from 
. ſubſtantial Reaſons. a 
7 1. As to his Proof from Scripture. " : 
1. Is that from 2 Maccab. c. 12. where he ſaith, Money was ſent to 
Jeruſalem, that Sacrifices might be offered for the ſlain; and tis recom- 
n mended as a Holy Cogitation, to pray for the dead. 
e To this, which is the main foundation of Purgatory, I anſwer, 1. It 
e can never prove ſuch a Purgatory as our Author aſſerts; For he ſuppoſes 
e a Sinner reconciled to God, as to eternal Puniſhment, before he be capable P. 57- 
I of Purgatory; but here can be no ſuch ſuppoſition; for theſe Men died 
5 in the ſin of Achan, which was not known till their Bodies were found 
— amongſt the ſlain, Here was no Confeſſion, or any ſign of Repentance, 
b and therefore if it proves any thing, it is deliverance from Eternal Puniſh- 
f ment, and for ſuch as dye 1n their Sins without any ſhew of Repen- 
; tance. 2. We muſt diſtinguiſh the Fact of Judas from the interpretati- 
TT on of Faſon, or his Epitomizer. The Fact of Judas was according to 
. the ſtrictneſs of the Law, which required in ſuch Caſes 2 Sin Offering; 


and that is all which the Greek implies, "Amira eis Ieepgonuus 
3 mem yagi wei Aνφfs Ovoiav. And ſo Leo Allatius confeſſes all the 1 au, 
beſt Greek Copies agree; and he reckons Twelve of them. Now what de purgat. 
doth this imply, but that Fudas remembring the ſevere puniſhment of V 559: 
T this Sin in the Caſe of Achan, upon the People, ſent a Sin offering to 
| Jeruſalem? But ſaith Leo Allatius, It was the fm of thoſe men that were 
ſlain, I grant it. But the Queſtion is, Whether the Sin- offering re. 
ſpeed the dead or the living? For the Law in ſuch a Caſe required a 
Sin-offering for the Congregation. And why ſhould not we believe ſo Lvit.4.13: 
punctual a Man for the Law, as Judas, did ſtrictly obſerve it in this 
point? But the Author of the Book of Maccabees underſtands it of thoſe 
that were ſlain, ] do not deny it; but then. 3. We have no Reaſon 
to rely upon his Authority in this matter; which I ſhall make appear by 5 
a parallel Inſtance. He doth undoubtedly commend the Fact of Ragias 
in Killing himſelf (2 Macc. 14. 42.) when he faith he did it, Eu 
like a brave Man; and if he had thought it a fault in him, he would: 
never have given ſuch a Character of it, but he would have added ome 
| thing 


Natal. A- 


thing of Caution after it. And it is no great advantage to Purgatory, 
for him that commends Self- murder to have introduced it. The moſt 
probable account I can give of it is, That the Alexandrian Fews, of 
whoſe number Faſon of Cyrene ſeems to have been, had taken in ſeveral 
of the Philoſophical Opinions, eſpecially the Platoniſts, into their Re- 
Bellar. de ligion, as appears by Philo; and Bellarmine himfel confeſſes, that Plato 
Purg I» held a Purgatory - and they were ready to apply what related to the 
Law, to their Platonick Notions. So here the Law appointed a Sin- 
offering with reſpe& to the Living; but 7aſon would needs have this 
refer to the dead; and then ſets down his own Remark_upon it, That i: 
was a hoh Cygitation to pray for the dead; as our Author renders it. 
If it were holy with reſpect to the Law, there muſt be ſome ground for 
it in the Law. And that we appeal to; and do not think any particu- 
lar Fancies ſufficient to introduce fuch a Novelty as this was, which had 
no Foundation either in the Law or the Prophets. And it would be 
ſtrange for a new Doctrine to be ſet up, when the Spirit of Prophecy 

was ceaſed among them. . 1 : 
p. 35. But S. Auguſt, held theſe Books for Canonical, and faith, they are ſo 
received by the Church, l. 18. de Civit. Dei. To anſwer this, it is ſuffi- 
cient to obſerve, not only the different Opinions of others before men- 
Can. I. 2. tioned as to theſe Books: But that as Canus notes, it was then lawful to 
c. io. ad 4. doubt of their Authority : And he goes as low as Gregory I. whom he 
denies not to have rejected them. And I hope we may ſet the Autho- 
Aug. cont, Tity of one againſt the other; eſpecially when St. Auguſtin himſelf, be- 
ad Epiſt. ing preſſed hard with the Fact of Ragias confeſſes, I. That the Jews haue 
Pace not the Book of Maccabees in their Canon, as they have the Law, the 
1 Prophets, and the Pſalms, to whom our Lord gave Teſtimony as to his 


Witneſſes. Which 1s an evident Proof, he thought not theſe Books ſuf- 


ficient to ground a Doctrine upon, which was not found in the other. 

2. That however this Book was not unproſitably received by the Church, 

F it be ſoberly read and heard. Which implies a greater Caution than 

S. Auguſtin would ever have given, concerning a Book he believed truly 

De Purgat. Canonical. But ſaith Bellarmine, his meaning is only to keep men from 
. 1. c. 3. imitating the Example of Razias; whereas that which they preſſed S. Au- 
guſtin with, was not merely the Fact, but the Character that is given of 

it. Sanctarum Scriptuarum Auforitate Iaudatus eſt Razias, are their 

very Words in S. Auguſtin, And therefore the caution relates to the 

Books, and not merely to his Example. And he leſſens the Character 
given by the Author, when he ſaith, He choſe to dye nobly; It had been 
better, ſaith he, to have dyed humbly. But the other is the Elogium 

given in the Heathen Hiſtories, and better becomes brave Heathens, than 

true Martyrs. Can any one now think S. Auguſtin believed this Writer 
divinely inſpired, or his Doctrine ſufficient to ground a point of Faith 

upon? And I wonder they ſhould not every jot as well commend Self 

murder as an Heroical Act, as prove the Doctrine of Purgatory from 


theſe words of Jaſon, or his Epitomizer. For the Argument from the 


Authority of the Book, will hold as ſtrongly for one as the other. And 
yet this is the Achilles for Purgatory; which Natalis Alexander (whom 
Diff, 4. © Our Author follows in this matter) ſaith, is « Demonſtrative Place a- 
gainſt thoſe that deny it. But I mult proceed. ” | 

P. 56, 2. Purgatory is plainly intimated by our Saviour, Mat. 12. 32. Whoſe 
ever ſpeaketh againſt the Holy Ghoſt, it. ſhall not be forgiven him, neither 

in this world, neither in the world to come. By which words, Chriſt evidently 
ſuppoſes, that ſome ſins are forgiven in the world to come. I am 7 far 

| | rom 
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made for the greateſt Saints. St. Cyprian, Kp. 66. ſpeaks of an Oh 


as a Puniſhment to be left out of the Diprychs r but 


f the Church ef ROME. 

from diſcerning this plain intimation, that I wonder hom any came to 

think of it out of this place. Well! Bur doth it ant bence follow, that 
Sins may be forgiven in the world to: comh˙m⁰ 8. Not near ſd plainly, a8 

that Sins will not be forgiven in the World to come. Not that particu- 

lar Sin, but others may; How doth that appear? What intimation is 

there that any Sins not forgiven here, ſhall be forgiven there Or that . 
any Sins here remitted as to the Eternal Puniſnment, ſhall be there re- 
mitted as to the Temporal?ꝰ And without ſuch a kind of Reiniſſion, no- 
thing can be inferred from hence. Bur if chere be a Remiffton'in anuher 
World, it can be neither in Heaven nor Hell; therefore it muſt\ he in Pur. | 
| But thoſe who own a Remiſſion of Sin in another World, ſay 


. 
* 


oll be on the Day of Judgment: For the actual Deliverance of tho 


Juſt from Puniſhment, may be not improperly called the full Remiſſion 

of their Sins. So S. Auguſtin, whom he quotes, plainly ſaith; Si am 
remitterentur in judicio illo noviſſimo, &c. c. Julian, 1.6. © 5. where it 

is evident S. Auguſtin takes this place to relate to the Day of Judgment 

and ſo in the other, (De Civit. Dei, 1. 21. c. 4.) But as he ſuppoſeũ a 
Remiſſion, ſo he did a Purgation as by Fire in that day. In illo judicis 

pnas quaſdam purgatorias futuras,” De Civitat, Dei, I. 20. c. 25. And 

ſo he is to be underſtood on Pſal. 37. to which he applies 1 Cor. 3. 15. 

But our Author was very much out, when he faith S. Auguſtin applied 

1 Pet. 3. 15. to ſome place of temporal Chaſtiſement in another World, 
when Bellarmin ſets himſelf to confute 8. Auguſtin about it, as under - Bell de An. 
ſtanding it of this World: And therefore he hath little cauſe to boaſt . 613 
of St. Auguſtin's Authority about Purgatory, unleſs he had of 41s 
ſomething more to the purpoſe out of him. His other Teſtimonies f 


Antiquity are not worth conſidering; which he borrows from Natali: 


Alexander: that of Dionyſius Areopag. Eccl. Hierarch. c. 7. is a known © 
Counterfeit, and Impertinent, relating to a Region of Reſt and Þ > 2 
neſs. And ſo do Tertulli an's Oblations for\the' Dead, De Cor. Milir. c. 4. 
For they were Euchariſtical, as appears by the ancient Liturgies, being... 5 
on 
for the Dead. and he there mentions the Natalſtia of the Martyrs : but 
by comparing that with his Epiſt. 33. it will be found that he ſpeaks of 
the Anmverſary Commemoration of the Dead, which ſignifies nothing to Pur- 
gatory: for the beſt men were put into it: and St. ee eee 
urely it is none to 


_ eſcape Purgatory: Arnobius I. 4. only ſpeaks of praying for the Dead, 


verance out of a ſtate of Puniſhment before the Day of Judgment. For 


thing to the preſent Queſtion. 


which we deny not to have been then uſed in the Church, not with __ 
reſpect to any temporary pains in Purgacory, but to the day of Judg- 


ment: And therein lies the true ſtate of the Controverſie, with reſpe& -- 0 8 


made for the dead; but whether thoſe prayers did relate to their deli- 


whatever ſtate Souls were then fuppoſed tobe in before the great Day; if 


there could be no deliverance till the Day of Judgment, it ſignifies no- 


— 2 
1 


As to the Viſion of Perpetua concerning her Brother Pinocrates who 
died at Seven Years old, being baptized, it is hardly reconcilable to their 
own Doctrine, to ſuppoſe ſuch a Soul in Purgatory: I Will not deny 
chat Perpetus did flrink-ſhe faw him in a worſe condition :' and thought 
likewiſe that by her Prayers ſhe brought him into à better; for the 
ſaw him playing like little children: and then ſhe awaked, and conclu- 


'> 


det that ſhe had given him eaſe 1 but is it indeed come to this, thr 
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ſuch a Doctrine as Purgatory muſt be built on ſuch 


a Foundation as 
this? I do not call in queſtion the Acts of Perpetua, nor her ſincerity in 
relating her Dream: but muſt the Church build her Doctrines upon the 
Dreams or Viſions of Young Ladies, tho very devout? for Ubia Per- 


po was then but Twenty Two, as ſhe faith her ſelf, But none are to 


blamed, who make uſe of the beſt ſupports their Cauſe will afford. 
It is time now to ſee what ſtrength of Reaſon he offers for Purga- 
tory. 1. He faith, When a ſinner is recontiled to God, tho the Eternal 
puniſhment due to his fins is always remitted, yet there ſometimes remains 
a temporal penalty to be undergone ;, as in the caſe of the Iſraelites, and 
David. But doth it hence follow, that there is a temporal penalty that 
muſt be undergone either here-or hereafter, without which there will 
be no need of Purgatory 2' Who denies, that God in this Life, for ex- 


ample ſake, may puniſh thoſe whoſe fins he hath promiſed to remit 


as to another World? This is therefore a very ſlender Foundation. 
2. There are ſome ſins f their own nature light and venial. I will 
not diſpute that; but ſuppoſe there be, muſt Men go then into Purga- 
tory for mere Venial Sins? What a ſtrange Doctrine doth this appear to 


any Man's Reaſon 2 That God ſhould forgive the greater ſins, and re- 


S. Th. 


art. 3.in 


uire ſo ſevere a puniſhment for ſins in their own Nature venial, i. e. 
15 inconſiderable in their Opinion that no man is bound to confeſs them; 
which do not interrupt a ſtate of Grace; which require only an im- 
plicit deteſtation of them, which do not deſerve eternal puniſhment; 


9. 87. * which may be remitted by Holy Water, or a Biſhop's Bleſling, as their 


Divines agree. 3. That to all ſins ſome penalty is due to the Juſtice of 


cor. v Mar- God. And what follows from hence but the neceſſity of Chriſt's Sati{- 


ſil. Column. 


Hydragio- faction; but how doth it appear, that after the Expiation of Sin by 
log. Sctt. 7- Chriſt, and the remiſſion of eternal puniſhment, there ſtill remains a 


c. 3. h. 32. 


Sekt. 3. c. 
2. 11. 15, 
29. c. 3. 


necellity 


C of farther ſatisfaction for ſuch a temporal penalty in another 
World 


> 4. That generally ſpeaking few men depart out of this Life, 


1. Bell? de but either with the guilt venial fins, or obnoxious to ſome temporal 
CultuSandt. preniſhment., No doubt all men are obnoxious by their fins to the 


LS © 9 
Sec. ſe · 
cundo. 


De Purga- 
torio l. 1. 
c. 11. SS. 
Hæc. ſunt. 


P. $9, 


puniſhment of another World; but that is not the point, but whether 


God hath declared, That altho' he remits the eternal puniſhment, he 
will not the temporal; and altho' he will forgive thouſands of pounds, 
he will not the-pence and farthings we owe to him : But if Mortal Sins 
be remitted as to the guilt, and Venial do not hinder a State of Grace, 
what room is there for vindictive Juſtice in Purgatory, Po. 
Let this is the Doctrine which ſo much weight is laid upon; that 
Bellarmine faith. They mut go directly to Hell, who do not believe Pur- 
gatory. If this be true, why was it not put into the Repreſentation, 
that we might underſtand the danger of not believing {o credible, 
ſo reaſonable a Doctrine as this? But we believe it to be a much 
more dangerous thing to condemn others for not believing a Doctrine 
which hath ſo very ſlender a pretence either to Scripture or Reaſon. 


G XXIV. Of Praying in an unknown Tongue. 


"T*HE Queſtion in ſhort is, Whether the Church Service, at which 
_ | perſons are hound to aſliſt, ought not to be in a Language under- 
ſtood by. thoſe who are bound to aſſiſt? 

For our Author grants, That a Papiit is bound to aſſiſt at the Church- 
Service, and to hear Maſs ; but he is not bound to underſtand the Words 
there ſpoken. 47 This 
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This is a plain ſtate of the caſe; and one would have:thought 
St. Paul : Diſcouſe about Edification in the Church- Service and a 
known Tongue, and the Primitive practice, had deſerved à little con- 
ſideration, but not a Word is ſaid to either of them; and the whole is 
ſo managed, as tho there had been no Rule, or any appearance of practice 
to the contrary. But I muſt conſider what he doth far 

1. The Maſs is 4 Sacrifice: And what then? Habe they no other 
Church- Service but the Maſs? What then becomes of their Brevlaries, 


Litanies, and all other Offices? But ſuppoſe the Prieft's Office in the 


Maſs, be to offer the Sacrifice; are there no Prayers in the Canon of the 
Maſs, wherein the people are concerned ? Why muſt not they under- 
ſtand what they are required to aſſiſt in Prayer for? If they liave Higliſb 
Books, as he ſaith, to teach them 3 Ceremonyof the Maſs, 
why not as well the Prayers in the Maſs, wherein they are to join ? 
They tell us, It ig unſeaſonable then for the People to ſay their Beads, and 
other Devotions. And I ſuppoſe as unſeaſonable to talk, or think c o- 
ther matters. Why then ſhould not they know what it is the are 
to do, and what Petitions they are then to make to God? Are there no 
Reſponſes to be made? No Leſſons to be read? No Creed to be profeſ- 
ſed? Doth not the Prieſt ſpeak to the People to pray, and they anſwer 
him Is there no Thankſgiving after the Communion which the people 
is concerned in? We are as much for their Devout Afectiont as they Dn De) 


but we think they are not hindred by underſtanding what they are about? 


We cannot but wonder, that any man ſhould ſay; That it not hing con 
cernt his Devotion, that the Maſs is in Latin, if he underſtand it not. Is it 
no part of Devotion to join in the publick Prayers, not merelyby rote, but 
from a due apprehenſion. of the matter contained in them 2.-He requires, 


That they accompany the Prieft in Prayer and Spirit : And why not in un- 


derſtanding alſo ** Bur che Church bath ſo brdeted ir: And that is the 
thing we complain of, as done againſt St. Paul; againſt the Primitive 
Church, againſt the natural ſenſe of Mankind; who think/it/ is fit for 


P. 6n; 


them to know what they do, eſpecially: in the Worſhip of God: Bui irt 


is to preſerve Unity: Methinks however Unity in Spirit andUnderſtand= 
ing is better than without it: There are otber good Reaſont a I know not 
one good one; and if there were more, he would have produced them: 


The greateit part is ſaid in a low voice, that it is not poſſyble he ſhould 
bear it And to what purpoſeſhould it be ſpoken louder, 


| they. are not 
to underſtand it? But why ſo low in publick? Yer the people might have! 
Books, and join, if they underſtood what was ſaid. But why flioald. 
not the reſt be underſtood, which is ſpoken as if it wermwmee. 
2. As to other Offices, he faith, He ir taught, that he may perform 
them in a Language which he underſtands not, with great benefit to his 
Soul, and the acceptance of God, if at thoſe occaſions be i endeavours to 
raiſe bis thoughts to Heaven, and fix bis heart upon bis Maker. But the 
Queſtion is not, Whether a Man may not have devout Thoughts at that 
time, but whether he can perform his part in the publick Offices, with 


P. ca. 


true Devotion, without Underſtanding? For the publick Offices of De- 
votion were deſigned for the uniting the Hearts and Deſites of the peo- 


ple in the ſame things. It is not, Whether one Man may not pray for 
Heaven, and another for fair Weather, and another for pardon of his 
Sins, and a Fourth for Patience, and ſo on, in the ſame place, and at the 
ſame time, for all this might be done as well in a filent Meeting, where not 


a Word is ſpoken: But there being one Form af Praying for all to join 
together in, that with the united 1 of the whole Congregation, their 
ee — | — 1 
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Petitions may go up to Heaven; The Matter now in diſpute is, Whether 
it be not neceſſary in order to this united Devotion, that the people all 
know what they pray for? And one would think nothing need to be 
ſaid to prove this: But what our Author adds in juſtification of this, o- 


verthrows all publick Devotion; For he faith, It is not neceſſary ro haue 


attention on the Words, or on the Senſe of Prayers, but rather purely on God: 
Which is to make all publick Forms unneceſlary, and to turn all De- 
votion into Prayer of Contemplation : For if this be true, all Forms whatſo. 
ever are not only uſeleſs, but burdenſome ; and by the ſtinting the Spirit, 
do hinder the nimbler flights of the Soul, in pure ſilence towards God: 
And this principle muſt lead men to Ent haiſiaſmi, and unititelligible U- 
nions; and make them deſpiſe Forms as a mean and dull Diſpenſation. 
But at laſt he ſaith, 4 Peritioner may accompany. his Pkrition with an 


| earieſt deſire of obtaining it, tho the Language in which'it is written, be 


unknown to him. Very true, if he indited the matter of the Petition, 
andztruſted another to put it into that Language, which the Perſon to 
whom he makes it, dath underſtand, but not his own: But all Langug- 
ges are alike to God's Infinite Wiſdom, and ſo there can be no pretence 
on that account, to keep only to ſome particular Tongues, tho' unknown 
to the Party; and if it were ſo to all men, no man would have a Petiti- 
on preſented in a Language which he did not know: But in prayer to 
God, the deſign of it is not to acquaint him with ſomething which he 


knew not, but to excite the hearts and affections of men to an earneſt 


deſire of the things which are fit for them to ask: Now let any mau 


undertake to prove, that mens affections are as eaſily moved by words 


P. 63. 


P. 64. 


they do not underſtand, as by 


7 Y 
hoſe they do: and Iwill give up this Cauſe. 


4 . 
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XXV. Of the Second Commandment. 2 


"THE Diſpute about this is n.attt.. 
1 Whether the Second Commandment may be found in any. of 
their Books, but by what Authority it comes to be left out in any: As 
he confeſſes it is in their ſhort Catechiſms and Manuals:;, but not only in 
theſe, for I have now before me the Reformed Office of the Bleſſed Vir- 
gin, Printed at Salamanca, A. D. 1588. publiſhed by Order of Pius V. 
where it is ſogeft out; And: ſo in the Engliſh Office at Antwerp, A. D. 
1658. I with had told us in what publick Office of their Church it is 
to be found: but himſelf pleads for the leaving it out, when he faith, 
The People are in no danger of Superſtition or Idolatry by it; ſince the Firſt 
Commandment ſecures them from it; and there is nothing in this, but what 
is virtually contained in the Firft, and is rather an Explanation, than a 
new and diſtind Precept. But is this ſo plain and clear, that a Man's 
Conſcience can never make any juſt and reaſonable doubt concerning 


it? There is a terrible Sanction after it; and Men had need go upon ve- 


ry good Grounds in a matter of ſuch moment. Hath God himſelf any 
where declared this to be only an Explication of the Firſt Command- 
ment? Have the Prophets, or Chriſt and his Apoſtles ever done it? How 
then can any Man's Conſcience be ſafe in this matter? For it is not a 
trifling Controverſie, whether it be a diſtin& Commandment, or an Ex- 
plication of the Firſt; but the Lawfulneſs or Unlawfulneſs of the Wor- 
ſhip of Images depends very much upon it: For if it be only an Expli- 


cation of the Firſt, then unleſs one takes Images to be Gods, their Wor- 


ſhip is lawſul, and ſo the Heathens were excuſed in it, who were not 
ſuch Ideots; but if it be a new and diſtin& Precept, then the worſhip- 
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ping any Fo or Similitude, becomes a grievous Sin; and re Men 
to the Wrath of God, in that ſevere manner mentioned i in the end of it. 


And it is a great confirmation that this is the true meaning of it, bedauſe all 


the Primitive Writers of the Chriftiin Church, not only thought! it a ſin 
againſt this Commandment, but inſiſted upon the force of it againſt thoſe 


Heathens who denied that they took their Images for Gods: And therefore n 
this is a * inſufficient Account of n Mo out the Second Commandment, 


* A \ F- 4 » © us * „ »\ 4 
1 * 
C — n 
_ - Sni 1 s 
| x. JIT er 


18111 


. xXXVI. of Mental al Reſervation | qld 
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Nder this Head he denies Two. Things ret off 
1. That they are ever taught to break Faith with Haniel. 
2. That their CO _ allow any Equiu0cations;” of mental Refi 


As to the ee 1 am ne; glad to find a Principe ſo deſttuckive 


to all humane Society, ſo utterly diſowned, when he ſaith, He is taught Br Pas 64: 
to keep Faith with all. ſorts of People, of whatſotver Judgment or Perf 

fron they be; and to ſtand to bis Word, and obſerve his Promiſe given, of 
made th any whatſoever. And whatever Opinions and Practices there 


may have been of that kind formerly, we hope there will never be oc- 
caſion given to revive that diſputee cant zen e ! 
2. As to the Second. We embrace his Declaration nl it, and 
hope there is no Equivocation, or mental Reſe ervation in it. But tet 
are ſome things which muſt here be taken notice $93 + 15 3-0 nee 
I. He cannot deny that there are Authors in Communion with® hi 
Church, which may be charged with teaching another Doctrine; and 
thoſe not a few, not inconſiderable, who not only allow the Practice of 
mental Reſervations and Equivocations, but ſay, with great cofifidencæ, 
it hath been received in the Roman Church for no leſs than Four hun- 


dred years; and that in ſome Caſes they are ſtill 6 in it. See Pay- 


for's Treatiſe of Mitigation, e. 7. H. 2, 3. 6 10. F. 1 1 
2. We do not deny, that Innocent XI. hath conderine 787 

ons, and mental Reſervations in Swearing, as at leaff 717 * 2 e 

nicious in Practice; and therefore we cannot 2 

betting this Doctrine. But we · cannot but rote e — Gr 

ſaid about the depoſing Doctrine, That although Popes-bad belle 7 

and acted by it, yet the greater number oppoſed it. 80 What (Halt ee 

ſay in this — if the generality of their Caſuiſts; in ſome Caſes A8. 

prove it, and think it no Lie or Sm pagan a, that of Co nfeſſion but if 

it be really ſo in any one Caſe, then it. may Joop "= fault; but it is 

not a Lie or Perjury in any other, when a offi not think himſelf 

bound to ſpeak all he knows. i eh © BT 

3. That as we highly commend the Pope 8 Cas Dar 1 ſueh Doctr 

and Practices now; ſo:we have reaſon to think the contrar! dig bete 

want the encourigement and approbation of the Romam Sag, AS may be 

found in, the reſolution of ſome Caſes by Pius V. relating to ſofe . 

ſionaries, Who Were to be ſent. hither; and then ip1wasldeclired; 'FThat 

if they were ſummoned before. our Judges, they might Syphiſtice Furare, 

G Sophiſtice Reſpondere;, and that they were not bound to arifiver- cs apid &. 

cording to the intention of the Judges, but according to. ſome true ſenſd Aber de 

of their own, i. e. which was. made true by the help of a mental Re. gc. inpra; 

ſervation.” But it is very well, that now. che very ſame things are cn p. 6, &. 

demned at Rome, as ſcandalous and pernicious in practice. 
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/Y hold to theſe Points: 1. That men are ſtriftly obliged to work 
our their Salvation with fear and trembling in time of bealth. 2. That it 
is very dangerous to defer their Repentance to the laft. 3. That if any are 


ſurpriged, they ought in charity to have all poſſible aſſiſtance, to put them 


into the beft way for their Salvation. | 1 

But yet there may be ſome particular Doctrines owned in the Church 
of Rome, which may give men too much encouragement to put off true 
Repentance ; as, 1. The eaſineſs of being put into a ſtate of Grace by 
the Sacrament of Penance ; for which no more is required, than remov- 
ing the impediment, as appears by the Council of Trent, Seſſ. 7. Can. 6, 


and afterwards it defines, That bare Attrition doth ſufficiently diſpoſe a nan 


to receive Grate in that Sacrament, S. 14. c. 4. So that although a Man 
hath led a very bad Life, if he hath but this Attrition for his Sins when 
he doth confeſs them, he is put into a ſtate of Grace by this Sacrament. 


And what can any Man expect more, and what can he do leſs? I do 


not mean a bare natural Attrition, the ſufficiency whereof is coridemned 
by Innocent XI. in the fame Propoſitions, (Fifty ſeventh?) but that 
which the Council of Trent calls imperfect contrition, i e. a good moti- 
on in a man's mind to forſake his fins for fear of puniſhment, if really 


no more be required for a ſtate of Grace but this, it is no wonder if 


men put off the doing of that which may be done at any time fo eaſily 


by the help of a Prieſt. 


F. 63. 


2. The Treaſure of the Church is another thing which is very apt to 
hinder mens ſpeedy Repentance; for by that they believe there is a ſtock 
ready of ſo many Merits and Satisfactions of others, if duly applied to 
them by Indulgences, that they need not be at ſuch pains to work out 
their own Salvation with fear and trembling. When a man by the Sa- 
crament of Penance is put into a ſtate of Grace, the eternal Puniſh- 
ment is diſcharged, and nothing remains but ſome temporal Pains; and 
to eaſe him of theſe he hath many helps, but eſpecially the Treaſure 
of the Church, which the Pope hath the diſpenſing of, as he is bound 
to believe; and by Indulgence he may eaſily get off ſome thouſands of 
Years of Purgatory-Pains; and if theſe ſhould fail him, there is ano- 
ther help yet left, which is leaving a ſtock for Prayers for his Soul 
when he dies; which, even our Author aſſures him, are very available 
towards his ſpeedier releaſe out of Purgatory, p. 58 5 


XXVIIl. of FASTING. 


3 | at 


HE Queſtion here is, Whether a Man doth not tere their 


1 Church's Command about Faſting, who forbears all forbidden 
things, but takes liberty in thoſe which are not forbidden? 


lt is not, Whether they may not break the Commands of God, againſt | 


Gluttony and Drunkenneſs : But whether they break the Law of the 


Church about Faſting? And notwithſtanding what our Author hath 


faid, I ſee no reaſon for the Affirmative. I do not deny, 1. That it is 
a very indifferent ſort of Faſting, to abſiain from Fleſh, unleſs all other 


| forts of Exceſſes at the ſame time be carefully auoided. 2. That exceſſes 


7. 7. 3. That God's Command doth. at all times forbid Intemperance. W 


en ſuch days are more ſcandalous, becauſe there is a pretence of Faſting. 


7 — 
7 


XVII. Of 4 Death-Bed-Repentance. 4 9 2.0 
W E have no difference with them about this matter, as far as they 


. KLS. 


hich 
are 


ſtinguiſh Faſting into 1. Natural, which is total Abſtinerice © and this 


the {ame with Temperance, or Faſting for Health. 3. Eccle zaſtical, 
which is defined by them to be, An Abſtinence from Food forbidden by the 
Church. And if this Definition be true, it cannot be'broken but by eat- 


things : 


| Rome, faith Reginaldus. And now I leave the Reader to judge of the 


 betauſe they agree to ſubmit equally to the Determinations of t 
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are the chief things he inſiſts upon, But yet this Adi for reach the 
point, which is about their Church's C mand. For their Caſuiſts di- 
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is required only in order to receive the Euchariſt. 2. Moral, which is 


ing what the Church hath prohibited, . Sr dh rao 
And therefore their Caſulſts, as far as I can find, are agreed in theſe 


Hewes, in His Pres of Palling: To ann oh r 
2. A Man may drink Wine, or other drink, as often as he 7750 inſtruct. Sa- 


That it is the Oe Opinion, that no quantity of Wine, or other drink, _ 
not forbid it; but this lai, he ſaith, is not the general, but the more pro- Palqual.De. ' 
bable Opinion, i OR Den hhy { R 


hurt; beſides his good Meal, he may take what quantity he pleaſes of & Jejun. 


drinks, it is the common Opinion, ſaith the ſame Caſuiſt, (who was no ni — 
Jeſuit ) That it is not forbidden, Prog is taken 'by way of a Hadi. Deciſ. 116. 


. ELIT By. e. - 7 ' is: ' "TY ; i. to 199 NIOU 117. 1 4 . 
en at Evening is allowed, faith he. And Leſſius ſaith, There is no, cer- Decil. 119. 
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: That re all agreed in matters of Faith. ©. 
2. That \they only differ in ſome School. Points; from whence he 1nfers, 
That they have no Schiſms or Separations among them. © © 
But chat this is no juſt conſequence, will appear by the Schiſms and 
Separations among us, made by ſuch who profeſs to agree in all matters of 


Faith, Yet let us ſee how he proves that they agree in all ade F aptly Page . 
| | ” ; . Crunch 3 
Now this'very way evidently proves that they do not all agree, . 


they do not equally ſubmit to the Church's Determinations, For, 


l. Some ſay they are bound to ſubmit to the Church's Determinations, 
| as 
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Ihe Doctrines and Practices 
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as it repreſents the Univerſal Church: Others ſay no; but as the Church's 


s * 


pin And on this ground ſome reje& the depoſing Power, tho' plain- 


Faith, who differ fundamentally about the way how any things come to 
be matters of Eaith? If mY be decreed by Popes and Councils, ſay 


, 


Ban, ſay, thi 


. of. proying particular Points in this manner; and therefore they ſay, the 


AHullibility, whether in the Guides, or the Body of the Church; if the 
former, Whether in the Church, Repreſentative or Virtual? Whether 


ther thin 
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nt Luppoſe they were agreed in Articles of Faith, can there be no 
1 Sthulins or Diviſions in their Church? What thinks he of all the Schiſms 
e betiveen Popes ang Popes 2 Of, all the Schiſme between the Popes and 
e Ein erors Parties? Which were as notorious, and ſtandalous, and 


-+:. + milchiey er were in the World. What thinks he of the Schiſms 
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agreed about theſe things. 85 
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and the Pope's Perſonal Infallibility ; and they cannot ſay they are as 75 
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But it lies in theſe Thins, EOS 4 
1. Whether the Perfection of a Chriſtian State of Life lies in being 
cloyſtered up from the World, or labouring to do good in it? For this 
| Was the great ſnare made uſe of, to draw Men into it, becauſe they re- 
preſented this as the moſt perfect State; whereas, according to the Do- 
ctrine and Example of Chriſt and his Apoſtles, the active Life of do- 
ing good, is far beyond it. e A 
2. Whether, altho' ſuch a retirement be allowed, it be a thing plea- 
ſing to God, to tie ſuch Perſons up by indiſpenſable Vows, whatever 
their Circumſtances may be, not to alter that State of Life; who either 
in Youth, or through Force, Paſſion, or Diſcontent, have entred into it? 
And this may de ſo much rather queſtioned, becauſe thoſe who aſſert 
the Pope may diſpenſe, go upon this ground, becauſe Circumſtances may 
alter the obligation of a Vow; and when a greater good is to be attaine 
it ceaſeth to oblige; which, to my apprehenſion, doth not prove the 
Pope's power to diſpenſe, but the diſpenſible Nature of the Vows them- 


1 

ſelves. | Ta 

5 3. Whether all things of this nature being liable, in continuance of 

time, to great degeneracy and corruptions; and the numbers of ſuch 

. Places being unſerviceable either to Church or State, it be not in the 

| power of tlie King and States of the Kingdom, to diſſolve and reduce 

T them to ways more ſuitable to the conveniences of both ? 

4 As to what he diſcourſes about Councils of Perfection, the DiſtraSions 

of of the World, the Corruptions of the heft Things, &c. they reach not the 

| main Points, but are only general Topicks, which we are not concerned 

: to debate. | 2 

: yu TRL = EIT CID end E 

- 5 1 XXXI. Of Wicked Principles and Practices. 

7 PHE Miſrepreſenter charges the Church of Rome with many horrid 

54 Practices, as the French and. Iriſþ Maſſacres, the Murders of two 

. Kings of France, the Holy League, the Gun-powder-Treaſon, Gc. and 

1 charges theſe as being done according to the Principles of that Church. 
But in anſwer to this, he faith, 1. In general, That the Doctrine Mit pige 77. 
4 is boly, teaching the Love of God and our Neighbour, and that none can | 
- 1 be ſaved by Faith alone. In which Doctrine we heartily concur with them. 
5 2. That altho many uncertain things paſs for certain, and falſe for true, et 
4 be. cannot deny that all ranks and degrees of men have been corrupted among vage 79% 
. them, being ſcandalous in their Lives, wicked in their Deſigns, without 
a the fear of God in their hearts, or care of their own Salvation, This is 
- a general Acknowledgment, but no particular Anſwer to the things ob- , 
* jected. 3. That the whole Church is not to be charged for the ſake of pge 81. 
"= ſuch Villanies. Very true, unleſs ſome Doctrine owned in that Churct 
<—=_ gave encouragement to them: As ſuppoſe any ſhould ever have fallen 
oh into Rebellion upon the belief of the depoling Power, is not that Do- 
7 5 ctrine chargeable with the Conſequences of it? They are N 

to blame who charge a Church with what her Members do in dire 

*, | oppoſition to her Doctrine; but it is quite another Caſe, when the main 
1 ground we alledge for their Actions is ſome allowed Principle in it. 4. They Page 82. 
n 4 are not accountable for the Acliont of every Biſhop, Cardinal, or P e5 fir 
= they extend not their Faith beyond the Declaration of General Councils. 
oP But ſuppoſe General Councils have declared ſuch Doctrines, and Popes 
ori act but according to them; is not their Church then accountable for their 
* Actions? . 5. There is more praying and faſting, and receiving the Sacra- rage 84, 
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ments, more viſiting the Priſoners, and the Sick, more Alms-giving in any 

of our neighbouring Popiſh Towns, as Paris, Antwerp, Gant, @*c. than in an 
en Towns of the Reformation. And is there more Charity too? It doth 
not appear, if they be as ready tocenſureothers, and admire themſelves, 
as out Author, who ſo freely gives his Judgment about a matter it is im- 
poſſible for him to know. „ 
We ſee no Reaſon to admire or imitate the manner of their Praying, 
and Faſting, and receiving the Sacraments? for to pray without Under- 
ſtanding, to faft without Abſtinence, to receive a maimed Sacrament, are 
things we do not envy them for ; but altho' our Devotion be not ſo pom- 
pous, and full of ſhew, yet We may pray and faſt in ſecret, according 
to our Saviour's Directions, far more than they do; however our People 
are mightily to blame if they do not underſtand what they pray for, if they 
do not receive more of the Sacrament than they; and we verily believe 
there ate as great and remarkable Inſtances of true Charity among thoſe 
of the Church of England, as among any People in the World. ; 
8 


xxxll. Of MIRACLES. #3: 
TY R Author ſaith, He is not obliged to believe any one Miracle be- 
ſides what is in Scripture; | | 4 005907 


2. He ſees no Reaſon to doubt the truth of many Miracles, which are 
atteſted by great numbers 7 Eye-witneſſes, examined by Authority, and 
found upon Record, with all the Formalities due to ſuch a Proceſs. © 

Now, how can theſe two things ſtand together? Is not a Man ob- 

| liged to believe a thing ſo well proved? And if his other Arguments 
prove any thing, it is, that he is bound to believe them. For he thinks 
there is as much Reaſon to believe Miracles ſtill, as in the time of the 
old or new Law. If he can make this out, I ſee no reaſon why he 
ſhould not be as well obliged to believe them now, as thoſe recorded in 
Scripture. But I can ſee nothing like a Proof of this. And all Per- 
ſons of Judgment in their own Church, do grant there is a great diffe- 
rence between the Neceſſity of Miracles for the firſt eſtabliſhing a Reli- 
gion, and afterwards. This is not only aſſerted by Toftatus, Eraſmus, 
Stella, Andradius, and ſeveral others formerly; but the very late French 
Author I have ſeveral times mentioned, faith it in expreſs Terms. And 


&c. To. 2. he confeſſes the great Impoſtures of modern Miracles, which, he ſaith, 


P. 149. 


ougnht to be ſeverely puniſhed ; and that none but Women and weak People 
think themſelves bound to believe them. And he cannot underſtand what 
they are good for: Not to convert Hereticks; becauſe not done among 
them: Not to prove there are no corruptions or errors among them, 

which is a thing incredible; with much more to that purpoſe ; and fo 
concludes with Monſieur Paſchal, That if they have no better uſe, we 
ought not to be amuſed with them. | 


But Chriit promiſed, that his Apoſiles ſhould do greater Miracles than 


5 HF had done. And what then? Muſt therefore St. Francis, or 
t 


ominic, or St. Roſa, do as great as the Apoſtles had done.? What 
Conſequence can be drawn from the Apoſtles times to latter Ages? We 
do not diſpute God's Onmipotency, or ſay his hand is ſhortned ;, but we 
muſt not from thence infer, that every thing which is called a Miracle.is 
truly ſo; or to make uſe of God's Power, to juſtifie the moſt incredi- 
ble ſtories. Which is a way will ſerve as well for a falſe as a true Reli- 
gion; and Mabomet might run to God's Omnipotency for _— the 
| Moon 
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Moon in two pieces, as well as others for removing a Houſe over the 
Seas, or any thing of a like nature. H[NWNWC»n 
But, he faith, rheir Miracles are not more ridiculous and abſurd than 
ſome in the Old Teſtament. Which 1 utterly deny; but I ſhall not run 
out into the examination of this Parallel,. by ſhewing how very different 
the Nature, Deſign, and Authority of the Miracles he mentions, is 
from thoſe which are believed in the Roman Church. And it had been 
but fitting, as he ſet down the Miracles of the Old Teſtament, fo 
to have mentioned thoſe of the Roman Church which were to vye 
with them; but this he was willing to forbear, for certain good Rea- 

. ſons. F moſt of poor Man's impoſſibles be none to God, as he concludes, 
yet every thing is not preſently true which is not impoſſible ; and by this 
way of Arguing, there can be nothing objected againſt the moſt abſurd 
and idle Fictions of the Golden Legend, which all Men of Underſtand- 
ing among themſelves, not only reject for want of Authority, hu 
Credibility. . W247 = ek to 
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53.2 0. xXxx!II. of Holy Har. 
28 E Miſrepreſenter charges him with approving fuperſtitious uſes of 
inanimate things, and attributing wonderful effects to them; as 
Holy Water, Candles, Oyl, Bread, ec. LY = 
y In Anſwer, our Author 1. declares, That the Papiſt truly Repfeſented, * 
| utterly diſapproves all ſorts of Superſtition. But if he had deſigned to Page 86: 
have repreſented truly, he ought-to have told us what he meant by Su- | 
perſtition, and whether any Man who obſerves the Commands of the 
Church can be guilty of it. | A 5 e 
2. He faith, That theſe things are particularly deputed by the Prayers 
and Bleſſing of the Prieſt to certain uſes for God's Glory, and the Spiritual 
and Corporal Good of Chriſtians: 1 1 
This is ſomewhat too general; but Marſilius Columna, Arch-biſhop of 
Salerno, Who hath taken moſt pains in this matter, ſums them up * 
1. As to Spiritual, they are Seven, 1. To fright Devils. 2. To remit Ve- Sed. 3. 
nial fins. 3. To cure Diſtractions. 4. To elevate the Mind. 5. To diſ- p., * 
poſe it for Devotion. 6. To obtain Grace. 7. Io prepare for the Sacrament. 1 
2. As to Corporal, 1. To cure Barrenneſt. 21 To nniltipiy Goods: 3. Td 
procure Health. 4. Topurge the Air from J Japours. 
And now, as our Author faith, What Superſtition in the uſe of it ? 
He names ſeveral things of God's own appointing to Parallel it? as the 
Waters of Jealouſie, the Shetp-bread, the Tables of Stone; but the firſt 
was miraculous, the other had no ſuch effects that we evet heard of. Eli. 
ſoa's Salt for ſweetning the Water, was undoubtedly a Miracle. Is the 
Holy Water ſo > As to the Liver 4 the Fiſh for expelling the Devil, in 
the Book of Tobit, he knows the Book is not owned for Canonical by 
us; and this very place is produced as an Argument againſt it; there be- 
3 ing no Ground from Scripture, to attribute the Power of expelling De: 
0 vils, to the Liver of a Fiſh, either naturally or ſymbolically: Valleſius 8 
8 offers at the only probable account of it, that it muſt be a Divine Power puiloſoph. 
given to it, which the Angel Raphael did not diſcover; and yet it c-18. 
is ſome what hard to conceive, how this Liver ſhould have ſuch power F. 
to drive away any kind of Devil, as it is there expreſſed; unleſs by a De- 
vil there, no more be meant than ſome violent Diſeaſe, which the 7eme 
generally believed to ariſe from the poſſeſſion of evil Spirits: But how- 
ever here is an Angel ſuppoſed, who made this known to Tobit; but we 
3 find not Raphael to diſcover the virtue of Holy Water againſt Devils. 
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As to Chrift uſing Clay to open the Eyes of the Blind, it is very im F 
ly it br. the fats miraculous Power be ſuppoſed - it, ich 
was in Chriſt himſelf: And-ſo is the Apoſtles laying on of Hands, and uſing 
Oyl for miraculous Cures ;, unleſs the ſame Gift of Miracles be in every 
Prieſt which conſecrates Holy Water, which was in the Apoſtles : And 
Bellarmine himſelf confeſſes, That no infallible effect doth follow the uſe 
of Holy Water, becauſe there is no Promiſe of God in the caſe, but only the 
prayers of the Church. But theſe are ſiqhicient to ſanctiſie the Water, ſaith 
our Author: And to what end? For all the ſpiritual and corporeal 
benefits before mentioned? Is no promiſe+of God neceſſary for ſuch 
purpoſes as thoſe > How can any Church in the World diſpoſe of God's 
Power without his Will? It may appoint ſignificant and decent Cere- 


monies, but it can never appropriate Divine Effects to them; and to ſup- 


poſe any Divine Power in things which God never gave them, is in my 
Opinion, Superſtitious ; and to uſe them for ſuch ends, is a ſuperſtitious 
uſe. St. Cyril, whom he quotes, ſpeaks of the Conſecration of the Wa- 
ter of Baptiſm, Catech. 3. St. Auguſtine only of a conſecrated Bread, 
which the Catechumens had, (De Peccat. Merit, & Remifſ. I. 2. c. 26.) 
but he attributes no Divine Effects to it. Pope Alexander's Epiſtle is a 
notorious Counterfeit. Thoſe Paſſages of Epiphanius, Theodoret, and 
St. Jerom, all ſpeak of miraculous effects; and thoſe who had the power 
of Miracles, might ſometimes do them with an external ſign, and ſome- 
times without, as the Apoſtles cured with anointing, and without: But 


this is no ground for conſecrating Oyl by the Church, or Holy Water, 


for miraculous Effects. If theſe Effects which they attribute to Hol 
Water, be miraculous, then every Prieſt muſt have.not only a power of 


Miracles himſelf, but of annexing it to the Water he conſecrates; if 


Page 89. 


they be ſupernatural, but not miraculous, then Holy Water muſt be 
made a Sacrament to produce theſe Effects ex opere operato; if neither 
one nor the other, I know not how to excuſe the uſe of it from S 


perſtition. | 2 
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XXXIV. Of breeding up People in Ignorance. 


THE Miſrepreſenter charges them with this, on theſe Accounts. 


1. By keeping their Myſteries of Iniquity from them. 2. By 
performing Divine Service in an-unknown Tongue. 3. By. an impli- 
cite Faith. To which the Repreſenter anſwers, 1. That they give eneou- 
ragement to Learning; and he inſtances in their Univerſities and Con- 


ventual Libraries; but what is all this to the common People? But 
their Indices Expurgatorii, and probibiting Books ſo ſeverely, which are 


not for their turn, (as we have lately ſeen in the new one of Paris) ar- 
gues no great confidence of their cauſe, nor any hearty love to Learning: 
And if it could be rooted out of the World, their Church would fare 


the better in it; but if it cannot, they muſt have ſome to be able to 


deal with others in it. 2. As to the common People he ſaith, They have 


* Books enough to inſtruct them. Is it ſo in Spain or Italy? But where 


they live among Hereticks, as we are cailed, the People muſt be a little 


better inſtru&ed to defend themſelves, and to gain upon others. 3. If 


the People did know their Church-Offices and Service, &c. they would not 
find ſuch faults, ſince the Learned approve them, Let them try the Ex- 
periment, and put the Bible and their Church-Offices every where in- 
to the Vulgar Tongues: But their ſevere Prohibitions ſhew how 7 

1 | they 
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diſcern much greater to keep them in it. 


to this end he muſters up all their ſayings againſt Infidels; fa 
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they are of another Opinion: What madeali-that Rage in France againſt 
Voiſiis Tranſlation of the Miſſal? Such Proceedings of the Aſſembly of the. -- .. - 
Clergy againſt it; ſuch complaints both to the King and dhe Pope ald 0 
it, as tho all were loſt, if that were ſufferedꝰ Such an Edict from the King) 
ſuch a Prohibition from the Pope in ſuch a Tragical Stile abouł᷑ itꝰ Such a Colledio 
Collection of Authors to be printed on purpoſe againſt it? Do theſe thinggSvihorum 
ſhew, even in a Nation of ſo free a Temper, in Comiparifon, as che French: Hon, — 
any mighty Inclination towards the encouraging this Knowledge in the = ap 
People? And ſince that, what ſtirs have there been about then Tens 
ſtament? What Prohibitions by Biſhops? befides a Bull from this veryClri Gal. 
Pope againſt it» What vehement Oppoſition by others? 80 that many Ice Pe. 
Volumes have already been written on the occaſion of that Tranſlation; ris. 1661. 
And yet our Author would perſuade us, That if we look abroad; we ſball 

find wonderful care token to keep the People from Ignarancæa; but we can 


. 22 EA — — 2 2 2 ile 11 
XXXV. O the Uncharitableneſs of the Papiſts. e 


HE Miſrepreſenter, (as he is called) charges this Point home, Be- 
+ cauſe they deny Salvation to thoſe who believe all the Articles of th 
Chriſtian Faith in the Apoſtles Creed, and lead vertuous'and god 725 
F they be not of their Communion. 5 1 en T it et © $1730 13 " RI 
| T6 this the Repreſenter anſwers in plain terms, That this"s nothing Page 92: 
bit what they have learnt from the mouth of Obriſt and his 4 And 

fe Apoſtles,” 

Gnoſtit ke, Cerimthians, as though they were point- blank levelled bent 
all that live out of the Communion of the Church of Rom. 
But this is no Uncharitableneſs, but pure zeal, andthe fam the Primi. page 056 
tive Church ſhewed againſt Hertticks, ſuch as Marcion, Bafilides, ant 
Bardeſanes, who were condenmed in the firſt Age" fob denymis the Ref. 
reftion of the dead, &c. What in the firſt Agel Methinks the Second” 
had been early enough for them: But this is to let us ſee what Learning 
there is among you. But do we deny the Reſurrection of- the Dead >- Or 
hold any one of the Hereſies condemned by the Primitiye Church? What 
then is our Fault, which can merit ſo ſevere a Sentence? We oppoſe the 
Chinch: What Church? The Primitive Apoſtolical Church? The. 
Church in the time of the four General Councils 2 I dor not think he 
will be faid ; but I am ſure it can never be proved: What Church then? 
The:preſent Church? Is it then damnable to oppoſe the ee ch 25 
But I pray let us know what you mean by it; The: Univerſal Body of 
Chriſtians in the World? No, no, . abundance of them are Heretic s and.. 
Schiſmaticks, as well as we: i. e. All the Chriſtians in the Eaem and 
Southern parts, who are not in Communion with the Church of Rome: . 
So that two parts in three of Chriſtians, are ſent to Hell by ttiis Prin- 
ciple; and yet it is no Uncharitableneſs. But ſuppoſe: the Church 
of Rome be the only true Church, muſt men be damned preſently for op- 
poſing its Doctrines? I pray think a little better. on it, and you will 
change your Minds. Suppoſe a Man do not ſubmit to the: Guides of 
this Church in a matter of Doctrine declared by them; / Muſt be be 
Damned? What if it be the Depoſing Power 2; Yet his Principle is, if Page 9e. 
a Man do not hold the Faith entire, be is gong. But Popes and Councils 
have declared this to be a point of Faith ; therefore if he deth not hold 
it, he muſt be damned. There is no way of anſwering; this, but he 
muſt abate the ſeverity of his Sentenee againſt us. For upon the ſame 
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Reaſon hs aviftivng that, we may queſtion wany more. And all his 
— us, will hold againſt himſelf; For, laich he, he thar 
ieves ane Article of Cathvlicł K Tach, does in a manner diſlalievs all. 


12 him 'therefore look to it, as well as we. But he endeavours to 
prove the Roman Catholick Church to be the true Church, by the ordinary 
 Nates and Marks. of the Church, Although he is far enough from doing 
it; yet this will not do his bufinets. For he muſt prove, that we are 

_ convinced that it is the true Church; and then indeed he may charge us 


With Obſtin n but not before. And it is 3 ſtrange thi 


me, that when their Divines ſay, that Infidels ſhall not be damned fo 


. their Infidelity, where: the Goſpel hath not been ſufficiently 


| _ be diſcerned. 2. The Efficacy attributed to them, without any pro- 
miſe from God:; whereas we pwn no more but decency and ſigniſicancy. 


to them; and no Chriſtian for not believing any Article of Faith till 5 
be ſo p propoſed; chat we muſt be danined for not believing the Articles 
of the Roman Faith, which: never have been, and never can be-ſuffici- 


ently propoſed to us. Methinks ſuch Men ſhould Study a little better 


their own Doctrine about the ſufficient Propoſal of matters of Faith, be- 
fore ak als much ee and Nane a 


— — 


H 8 Diſcourſe on this Head is againſt thoſe who refuſe to obey their 
Superiors in things not expreſſed i in Scripture, which is no part 


af pur Controverſy with them. But yet there are ſeveral things about 


their Ceremonies we are not ſatisfied in: As 1. The might Neawker of 
them, which have ſo much muffled up the Sacraments, that their true face 


| 105 The Dodrine that goes along with them, not only of Obedience, but of 
T 


Page 108, 
10g. 


page 112, n 
C. 


page 116. 


it, and ſome have aſſerted the Opur Operatum of Ceremonies as well ag 


Sacraments, when the Power of the Key goes along with them z i e, when 


there hath been ſome Act of the 5 exerciſed about the Matter of 


— 28 in the Conlecration of on, Lal, Bread, 2 Nen, e. 


INI. of Ns vatibe in matters of Faith.” 


—HE Subſtance of his Diſcourſe on this Head may be ef to thel 
things. 1. That the Church in every Age bath Power to declare what 


— ; neveſſary to be believed, with Anathema to thoſe who Preach the Contra- 


5; and ſo the Counchl Trent, in declarin Tranſubſtantiation, Purgato- 
Ye &c. ro be neceſſary Articles, did no more than theChurch had done before 


like Occafions. 2. That if the DoErines then defined had been Innova- 
tlons, they Baile haue met with great Oppoſition when they were introdu- 
ced. 3. Thar thoſe who charged thoſe points to be Innovations, might as well 


have bid the e en Taue Article of Faith which they retained, 
Theſe are things nec ary to be examined, in order to the making 


good the charge of Innovation in matters of Faith, which we believe 


doth ſtand on very good grounds. 


1. We are to conſider, Whether the Council of Trent had equal Re- 
ſon to define the neceſſity of theſe points, as the Council of Vice and 


_*Conſtantinpple had to determine Ko point of the Trinity; or thoſe of 


Page 109. 


ſus and Chalcedon, the Truth of Chriſt's Incarnation. He doth pot 
ert it to he in the Church's Power to make new Articles of Faith, as 
they do imply new Doctrines revealed; but he contends cameſtly, that 


the — A Power to declare the — of believing ſome 


Points 
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Points e were nat ** dick 3 We me Nee of belie- 
ving doth depend upon the Church's Declaration, then he muſt afſert, that 
merediary no be tbeliored which 
were not ſo; and conſequently to make comman Opinions to become 
Articles of Faith. But { hops we way have leave to in this. 
Caſe, Gnae the Church pretends o im mew: Revelation ' murters of 
Doctrine, therefore it can declare no mane than it teceiyes, and uo 'g- 
ther wiſe than it receives. And fo tiathing can be made necefſary +6 
Sdlvation but what God hirnſelf hath made ſo by h Revelution, 8⁰ 
that they muſt go in their Dedlacation either mprni Scripture, or Univer- 
fal Tradition; but if they define amy Doctrine to be with6ur 
theſe Grounds, they exoced their Comaultion, arid there is no Rexſouto 
ſubmit to their Decrees, or to believe their Declarations. To make this 
more plain by a known Inſtance : It is maſt certain, that ſeveral Popes 
and — | have declared the Depoſing Doctrine, and yet our Author 
ſaith, It 5s ms Article of Faith with him. Why not, ſince the Popes and 
Councils have as evidently delivered it, as the Council ef Trex | hath 
done Purgatory, or Tranſubſtantiatien? But he may ſay, There is ns 
Aar hema joined to it. Suppoſe there be not; But why may it not Ws ou 28 
well as in che other Caſes? And if it were, I Hall know, w 

in his Conſcience he would then believe it to be a 


Faith, thongh he believed it wanted erage and 1 If not, 


then he ſees what this matter is brought to, viz; That although che 
Council of Trent declare theſe new Dottrines to be 55 to be he- 
heved ; yet if their Declaration be not win oa Sciiptute 
Traditn, Ped ATE 5 19 to receive it. 
2, A 107. ip. ility Innouations coming in — 
poſition, e en it, Tn ke e 
at onte, but proceeds gradually... Het may as well prove it de toe a far 
2 Man to fall into a 7255 or Hefick Fever, unleſs he can tell the pun- 
ctual os when it began. And he may as well argue thus, Such a 
Man fell into a, Fever A a great Debauch, and the Phyſicians were 
reſently ſent for to adviſe about im; therefore the other Man hath no 
Cura Diſterp „ becauſe he had no Phyficians when he was firſt 
Sick; as becauſe ( ouncils were called againſt ſome Hereſies, and eat 


gr 
| Oppolition wade. to. them, therefore where there is not the like, there 


can bg no Innquation. 1 8 no Reaſon why we ſhould decline gi- 
ving an Account, by what Degrees; and Steps, and upon what Occali⸗ 
ons, and with what Oppoſition, ſeveral of the Doctrines defined at Trent 
were brought in. F or the matter is not ſo obſcure. as you would make 


Univerſal 


=” 
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it, as to maſt of Fee ene But Ant is 400 | 


large a Taſk to be here undertaken. ark 
3. n e BE ca g in Quel the Aides of Banks 
ceived by us on the gs e tg Gan dclined by the 


Council of Traut; 1 55 we 5 the Univerſal Conſent of the Chriſtian 
World for the Apoſtles Creed; and of the Four General Councils for 
the Dodrines of the Trinity and 1 ; Who never pretended to 
qdary which was not revealed in Scrip- 
ture; whoſe ſenſe was red down by the Teſtimony of the Chri- 
ſtian Church from the Apoſtles times. But the Council of Trent pro- 
ceeded by a very different Adee for it firſt ſet up an Unwritten Word to 


be A Naur of Faith, as wall as the Written ;, which although it were ne- Seſſ Qu: 


in order to 90 Deerees, Was one of the greateſt Innovations in 
Dey I dati 


rid, GR * 1 of all the reſt, as they were there eſta. 
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©. ſented by this Author. 


PPP 


LIAuving thus gone through the ſeveral Heads, which our Author 
f complains have been ſo much Mifrepreſented 5 It is now fit to con 


ider wlnt he faith in his Concluſion, which he makes to anſwer his u. 


troduction, by renewing therein his doleful Complaints of their being 
Miſrepreſented juſt as Chriſt and bis Apoſtles, and the Primitive Chriſti- 
ans were. I hope the former Diſcourſe hath ſhewed their DoQrines and 
Practices are not ſo very like thoſe of Chrift and his Apoſtles, and the 
Primitive Chriſtians, that their Caſes ſhould be made ſo parallel: but-ag 
in his Concluſion he hath: ſummed up the ſubſtance of his Repreſent ati- 
ons, fo ſhall I therein follow his Method, only with this difference, that 
I ſhall in one Column ſet down his own Repreſentations of Popery, and 
in the other the Reaſons, in ſhort, why we cannot embrace them. 
Wherein Popery confiſts as Repre- Our Reaſons againſt it in the everal 
| \ v Partiedlars, * OG 
1. FN uſing all external Acts of * ſbalt not make to thy {elf any 
I ̃QAdoration before Images, as 1 graven Image, or any likeneſs oj 
Kneeling, Praying, lifting ; tg Eyes, any thing in Heaven, or Earth, &c. 
burning Candles, Incenſe,” &c. Not Thou ſhalt not bow down to them, nor 
merely to worſhipthe Objects before Worſhip them. Which being the plain, 
them, but to worſhip the de clear, and expreſs Words of the Di- 
themſelves on the account of the vine Law, we dare 1 | 
Objects repreſented by them: or in Images, or Repreſentations, leſt we 
his own Words, Becauſe the Honour be found Tranſgreſſors of this Law. 
that is exhibited to them, is refer- Eſpecially ſince God herein hath de- 
red to the Prototypes which they re- clared himſelf a Jealous God; and 
ak OO an, 


1 only to interpret it, all the DiſtinQi- 


Man's Conſcience, unleſs it appear 
that God himſelf did either 5 5 or 
approve them. And if God allow 
the Worſhip of the thing Repreſent- 

ed by the Repreſentation, he would 
never have forbidden that Worſhip 
abſolutely, which is unlawful only 

; TE og ca 1 
2. In joyning the Saints in Heaven 2. We have an Advocate with the 
together with Chriſt in Interceſſion. Father, Feſus Chriſt the righteous, 
for us, and making Prayers on Earth 1Joh. 2.1. And one Mediator between 
to them on that Account. p. 35. | God and Men, the Man Chriſt Jeſus, 
e I im. 2. 5. For Chriſt is entred into 
Heaven it 105 nom to appear in the 
Preſence of God for us, Heb. 9. 24. 
{$42} And therefore we dare not make 0- 
- .- ther Interceſſors in Heaven beſides 
A | im: and the diſtance between Hea- 
ä yo ven and us, breaks off all Communi- 


2 80 | = cation between the Saints there, and 
e e e ris THe ke us upon Earth; ſo that all Addreſſes 


e tdothem no for their Prayers, are in 
ÿ ———— 
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Reſpect to Relicks 
them upon Altars, burning 1 
Candles before them, carrying them 
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popery as Repreſented. 


1 


2. In allowing more Supplications 
2 15 ſed to the Bleſſed — Len than 
zo Chriſt; For he denies it to be an 
idle Superſtition, to repeat Ten Ave 
Marins for one Pater Noſter. 


© 


Our Reaſons ap diſt it. 
a way very . Agent o- 
thers on Earth to pray for us: And if 
ſuch Addreſſes are made in the ſo- 
lennOffices of Divine Worſhip, they 


joyn the Creatures witli theCreator 
in the Acts and Signs of Worſhip, 
wich are due to God alone, 


3. Call upbn me in the Day of Trou- 
ble, I will 1e thee, and thou ſhalt 
glorifie me, Pſal. 50. 15. When we 
pray to Our Father in Heaven, as our 


Saviour commanded us, we do but 


what both Natural and Chriſtian 
Religion require us to do: But when 
Men pray to the Bleſſed Virgin for 


Help and Protection now, and at the 


Hour of Death, they attribute that to 
her, which belongs only toGod,who- 


is our Helper and Defender: And 
altho Chriſt knew the Dignity of bis 


: Religious Honour and 


4. In givin 
Neher. Ticks, Such as placing 


in Proceſſions, to be ſeen, couched, 


or humbly kiſſed by the People: 


Which are the known and allowed 
Practices in the Church of Rome. 
NS. 


5. In adoring Chriſt as preſent in 
che Eucbarif - the BEEP of the 
Subſtance of Bread and Wine being 
changed into that Body of Chriſt 
which ſuffered on the Croſs, P. 10. 


Mother above all others, he never 


gives the leaſt encouragement to | 


make ſuch Addreſſes to her: And to 
ſuppoſe her to have a ſhare now in 
the Kingdom of Chriſt in Heaven, 
as a Copartner with him, is to ad- 
vance a Creature to Divine Ho- 


nour, and to overthrow the true 


Ground of Chriſt's Exaltation to his 


Kingdom in Heaven, which was, 


His ſuffeting on the Croſs for us. 

4. And no nian knoweth of the Se- 
pulchre of Moſes wito this day, Deut. 
34: 6. Why ſhould God hide the 
Body of Moſes from the People, if he 


allowed giving Religious Honout and 


ys. to Relicks £ Why ſhould He- 
geliab break in Pieces the Brazen 
Serpent, becauſe the Children of I 
rael did burn Incenſe to it? 2 Kings 
18. 4. Eſpecially when it was a 


Type or Repreſentation ' of Chriſt 
himſelf, and God had wrought ma- 


ny Miracles by it. 


5. Whom the Heaven muſt receive 


until the times of the Reſlitution of all 
things, Acts 3. 21. And therefore iri 
the Focharilt we adore him, as ſit- 


ting on the right band of God; but 
we dare not direct our Adoration to 
the Conſecrated Hoſt, which we be- 
lieve to be the Subſtance of Bread 
and Wine, (tho' conſecrated to a Di- 
vine 
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Popery as Repreſented. Our Reaſons againit it. 
vine Myſtery), and therefore not a 

a tt Object for our Adoration, 
6. In believing the Subſtance of 6.The Bread which ve break, icit 
Bread and Wine by the Words of not the Communion of the Body of 
Conſecration, to be changed into his Chriſte 1Cor.1o. 16. This is ſpoken 
own Body and Blood, the Species only of the Bread aſter Conſecration, and 
or Accidents of Bread and Wine re- = the Apoſtle ſuppoſes it to be 
maining as before. F read ſtill, and the Conmnenion of bis 
Body is interpreted by the next 
words, For we being many, are one 
Bread and one Body; for we are all 
Partakers of that one Bread, v. 17. 
Which 1s very different from the 
Bread being chang'd into the very 
Body of Chriſt, which is an Opinion 


that hath no foundation in Scripture, 


and is repugnant to the common prin- 
ciples of Reaſon, which God hath 
given us, and expoſes Chriſtian Re- 
25 to the reproach and contempt 
J 6 of Fews, Turks, and Infidels. 
7. Inmaking good Works to be tru- 7. M hen ye ſhall haue done all thoſe 
ly meritorious of eternal Life. P. 13. things which are commanded you, ſay, 
be We are unprofitable ſervants, awe have 
done that which was our duty to do, 
St. Luke 17. 10. And therefore in no 
ſenſe can our beſt Works be truly me- 
ritorious of eternal Life: Which con- 
ſiſting in the enjoyment of God, it 
is impoſſible there ſhould be any 
juſt Proportion, or due Commen- 
| ſuration between our beſt Actions, 
| | and ſuch a Reward. 
8. In making Confeſſion of our Sins 
to @ Prieſt, in order to Abſolution, thef, I haue ſinned againit Heaven, 
P. 14. | . and in thy fight, St. Luke 15. 21. 
| Where Confeſſion to God is requi- 
red, becauſe the Offence is againſt 
him, but it is impoſſible for any Man 
upon earth to forgive thoſe whom 
God doth not forgive: And he alone 
; can appoint the neceſſary Conditions 
| of Pardon, among which true Con- 
trition and Repentance is fully decla- 
red but Confeſſion to a Prieſt, tho it 


may be uſeful for the eaſe of the Pe- 


nitent, is no where in Scripture made 
f : neceſlary for the forgiveneſs of fin. 
9. In the uſe of Indulgences for. 9. I ſaid, I will confeſs my tranſ- 
taking away the temporal Puniſhments greſſions unto the Lord, and thou for- 
of ſin, 2 due after the guilt gaveſt the iniquity of my ſm, Pl. 32. 5. 
2s remit 


| to 


8. And the Son ſaid unto him, Fa - 


If God doth fully forgive the guilt 
of fin, there remains no Obligation 


* —_—. 
— 


e the Charth of ROME. 


Popery as Repreſented. | 


10. In ſuppoſing that penitent Sin- 
ners may 2 8 ſatisfie by 
Prayer, Faſting, Alms, &c. for the 
temporal pain, which by order of God's 
Fuſtice ſometimes remains due, after 
the guilt and the eternal pain are re- 
mitted, P. 17. 


Our Reaſons: Main it. 
to puniſhment, for wherever that is 
the guilt remains: It is true, God, 
may not ſometimes fully pardon; 
but he may reſerve ſome temporal 
puniſhment here for his own honour, 
or the chaſtiſement of a penitent 
Sinner: But then what have any 
men to do, to pretend that they can 
take off what God thinks fit to lay 
on? Can any Indulgences prevent 
ain or ſickneſs, or ſudden death 
Butif Indulgences be underſtood on- 
ly with reſpect to Canonical Penan- 
ces, they are a moſt notorious and 
inexcuſable corruption of the Diſ- 
cipline of the ancient Church. 
10. For if when we were enemies, 
we were reconciled to God bythe death 


* 


of his. Son; much more, being recon- 


ciled, we ſhall be ſaved by his life, 
Rom. 5.10. And therefore no ſatiſ- 
faction to the Juſtice of God is now 
required from us, for the expiation 
of any remainder of guilt. For if 
Chriſt's ſatisfaction were in it ſelf 
ſufficient for a total remiſſion, and 
was ſo accepted by God, what Ac- 
count then remains for the Sinner to 
diſcharge, if he performs the Condi- 
tions on his part? But we do hot 
take away hereby the Duties of Mora 


tiſication, Prayer, Faſting, and Alms, 


&c. but there 1s a difference to be 
made between the A&s of Chriſtian 


Duties, and Satisfaftion to Divine 


Fuſtice for the guilt of Sin, either 


in whole or in part. And to think 
to join any Satisfactions of ours, to- 
gether with Chriſt's, is like joining 
our hand with God's in creating or 


11. In thinking the Scripture not 


fit to be read generally ” all, with- 
ga 


out licence, or in the vu 


r Tongues. 
P. 19. 


o 


governing the World. 


11. Let the word of Chriſt dwell 

in you richly in all wiſdom, 3 

and admoniſhing one another, &c. Col. 
3. 16. | 

How could that dwell richly in 

them, which was not to be commu- 


nicated to them, but with great cau- 


tion? How could they teach and ad- 


moniſh one another in a Language not 


underſtood by them? The Scriptures 


of the New Teſtament were very early 


perverted; and if this reaſon were 


ſufficient to keep them out of the 
Nnnn hands 


— 
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12. In allowing the Books of To- 


Maccabees, to be Canonical. P.21. 


F | In referring the vulgar Latin 
Eulen + the Bible before any other. 


and not allowing any Tranſlations into 


a Mother Tongue, to be ordinarily 


read, P. 24,26. 


14. In believing that the Scripture 
alone can be no Rule of Faith to any 
private ar particular Perſon. P. 28. 


Our Reaſons again#t it. 


hands of the People, certainly they 


would never have been publiſh'd for 
common uſe, but as prudently di- 
ſpenſed then, as ſome think it neceſ- 
ſary they ſhould be now. But we 
eſteem it a part of our duty, not to 


think our ſelves wiſer than Chriſt or 


his Apoſtles, nor to deprive them of 
that un valuable. Treaſure which our 
Saviour hath left to their uſe. 


12. All Scripture is given by In- 
bit, Judith, Ecclefiaſticus, Wiſdom, ſpiration of God, 2 Tim. 3. 16. Holy 


men of God ſpake as they were moved 
by the Holy Gho#, 2 Pet. 1. 21. 

Therefore, where there is no Evi- 
dence of Divine Inſpiration, thoſe 
Books cannot be made Canonical : 
But the Jewiſh Church, To whom the 
Oracles of God were committed, never 
deliver'd theſe Books as any part of 
them, being written when Inſpirati- 
on was ceaſed among them. And it 
is impoſſible for any Church in the 
World to make that to be divine] 
inſpired, which was not ſo from the 
beginning. 

13. Hut I ſay, Have they not heard? 
Tes verily, their ſound went into all 
the Earth, and their Words unto the 
ends of the World, Rom. 10. 18. 

Therefore the Intention of God 
was, that the Goſpel ſhould be under- 
ſtood by all Mankind, which it could 
never be, unleſs it were trnſlated in- 


to their ſeveral Languages. But ſtill 
the difference is to be obſerved, be- 


tween the Originals and Tranſlati- 
ons; and no Church can make a 
Tranſlation equal to the Original. But 
among Tranſlations, thoſe deſerve 
the greateſt eſteem, which are done 


with the greateſt Fidelity and Ex- 


actneſs. On which account our laſt 
Tranflation deferves a more parti- 
cular regard by us, as being far more 
uſeful to our People, than the vlger 


Latin, or any Tranflation made on- 


ly from it. 


14. Thy Word is a Lamp unto my 
Feet, and a Light unto my Path, Pſal. 
1 


Which it could never be, unleſs it 


were ſufficient for neceſſarydirection 
in our way to Heaven. But we ſup- 
poſe 
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Cburc his Traditions as the Dactrine 


of Cbriſt and bis Apoſtles, and af: 


ſenting to them with Divine Faith, 


juft as be doth to the Bible. P.31, 
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16. In receiving and believing the 


* 
* N 


Our Reaſonglagainſt it. 
poſe Perſons to make uſe of the beſt 
means for underſtanding it, and to 
be duely qualified for following its 
Directions, without which, the beſt 
Rule in the World can never attain 
its End. And if the Scripture have 
all the due Properties of a Rule of 
Faith, it is unconceiyable why it 


1 


NMlen find they cannot juſtifie their 


 thereforg are forced to male Tradi- 


tion Equal in authority with it. 
15. Vo unto you Lawyers, for ye 

habe taken away the key of knowledge, 

ye entred not in your ſelves, and theni 


that were entring in, ye hindred, 


St. Luke 11. 52. 
From whence it follows, that the 
reſent Guides of the Church may 
be ſo far from giving the true ſen 
of Scripture, that they may be the 
chief means to hinder Men from 
right underſtanding it. Which Ar- 
gument is of greater force, becauſe 
thoſe who plead for the Infallibility 
of the Guides of the preſent Church, 
do urge the Promiſes made to the 


. Jewiſh Church at that time; as our 


Author doth from thoſe who ſat in 
the Chair of Moſes, and from Caia- 
phas his Propheſying. 3 
16.We bave alſo a more ſure word 
of Propheſie, whereunto ye dv well 
that ye take beed, 2 Pet. 1. 19. 
And yet here the Apoſtle ſpeaks of 
ſomething deliver'd by the Teſtimo- 
ny of thoſe who were with Chriſt in 
the Holy-Mount; from whence we - 
infer, that it was not the deſign of 
Chriſt to leave us to any vocal Te- 
ſtimomy, but to refer us to the writ- 


ten Mord, as the moſt certain Foun- 


dation of Faith. And it is not any 
Perſons aſſuming the Title of the 
Catholick Church to themſelves, can 
give them authority to impoſe any 
Traditions on the Faith of Chriſti- 
ans, or require them to be believ'd, 
equally with the written Word: For 
before any Traditions can be aſſented 
to with Divine Faith, the Church's 
Authority muſt be proved to be Di- 
vine and infallible, either by a writ- 
Nn nn 2 ten 
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popery as Repreſented. Our Reafont * it, 
Con ten or unwritten Word; but it can be 


done by neither, without overthrow- 


ing che neceſſity of ſuch an Infal libili- 


ty in order to Divine Faith; becauſe 


the Teſtimony on which the Chur- 


ches Infallibility is proved, muſt be 


17. In believing that the Preſent 
Guides of the Church being aſſembled 
in Councils for preſerving the Uni- 
ty of the Church, have an Infallible 
Aſſiſtance in their Decrees. P. 38. 


Promiſes which did 


receivedonly ina way of Credibility, 


17. Alſo of your own ſelves ſhall men 
ariſe, e perverſe things to draw 
away Diſciples after them. Acts 20,30, 

Which being ſpoken of the Guides 
of the Chriſtian Church, without Li- 
mitation of Number, a poſſibility of 


Error is implied in any Aſſembly of 


them; unleſs there = ſome othe 
allure us, 1 ha 


in all great Aſſemblies the Spirit of 


18. In believing the Pope to be the 


Supreme head of the Church under 
Chriſt, being Succeſſor to S. Peter, to 


whom he committed the 


care of his 
heck ©. a0; ab TE 


God ſhall always.go with the caſt- 
ing Voice, or the greater Number. 
18. And he gave ſome Apoſiles, and 
ſome Prophets, and ſome Evangeliſts, 
and ſome Paſtors and Teachers —for 
che edifying of the Body of Cunt 
till ꝛc all come in the Unity of the 
Faith, &c. Epheſ. 4. 13, 14, 15. 
Now here being an account given 
of the Officers Chriſt appointed in 
his Church, in order to the Unity 
and Edification of it, it had been un- 
faithfulneſs in the Apoſtle to have 
left out the Head of it, incaſe Chriſt 
had appointed any. Becauſe this 
were of more conſequence than all 
the reſt; being declared neceſſary to 
Salvation to be in ſubjection to him. 
But neither this Apoſtle, nor S. Peter 
himſelf give the leaſt intimation of it. 
Which it is impoſſible to conceive 
ſhould have been left out in the Apo- 
ſtolical writings upon ſo many occa- 
ſions of mentioning it, if ever Chriſt 


had inſtituted a Headſhip in the 


19. In believing that Communion 
in both Kinds is an indifferent thing; 


and was ſo held for the firſt four 


hundred years after Chriſt; andthat 


the firſt Precept for Receiving under 
both Kinds, was given to the Faith- 


ful by Pope Leo 1. and confirmed by 


Pope Gelaſius. P. 51. 


Church, and given it to St. Peter and 
his Succeſſors in the See of Rome. 
19. For as often as ye eat this Bread, 
and drink this Cup, ye do ſbew the 
Lord's death till he come,xCor.1 5.26. 
The Apoſtle ſpeaking toall Com- 
municants, plainly ſhews, that the 
Inſtitution of Chriſt was, That all 
ſhould partake of both Kinds, and ſo 
to continue to do as long as this Sa- 
crament was to ſhew forth the Death 
of Chriſt, viz. till his Second com- 
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Our Reaſons againſt it. 


ing. And there is no colour for af- 


1 the Chriſtian Church ever 
d on obſerving Chriſt's Inſtitu- 
tion in this matter as an indifferent 


thing; no not for a thouſand years 
after Chriſt; Altho the Practice 
And the Obligation are two things, 


yet when the Practice was ſo agree- 


x able to the Inſtitution, and continued 
ſo long in the Church; it is hard- 


ly poſſible for us to prove the ſenſeof 


. t e Obligation bya hetter way than 


by the continuance of the Practice. 
And if ſome Traditions muſt be 
thought binding, and far from be- 


ing indifferent, which want all that 


Evidence which this practice carries 
along with it, How unreaſonable is 


it in this Caſe to allow the Practice, 


200. In believing that the Dodirine 


of Purgatary is founded on Scripture, 
Authority, and Reaſon. P. 54, &c. 


Yew tory? For 


and to deny the Obligation? 


20. Aid whom he juſtified, them 


he alſo glorified, Rom. 8. 30. 

But whom God juſtifies, they 
have the Remiſſion of their Sins as 
to Eternal Puniſhment. And if thoſe 
who are thus juſtified, muſt be glo- 
tified, what place is there for 


timation of any other ſtate of Fu- 
niſhment that any who are juſtified 
muſt paſs through before they are 
admitted to Glory, We grant 2 
may, notwithſtanding, paſs through 
many intermediate tryals in this 


World; but we ſay, where there is 
Juſtification, there is no Condenma- 


tion; but where any part of guilt 


remains unremitted, there is a Con- 


demnation remaining ſo far as the 
- puniſhment extends. And fo this 


21. In believing that to the fay- 
ing of Prayers well and devoutly, it 
is not neceſſary to haue attention on 


the Words, or on the Senſe of Pray 


diſtin&ion as to Eternal and Tempo- 


ral Pains, as it is made the Founda- 


tionof Purgatory, is wholly ground- 
leſs; and therefore the 


tion in Scripture or Reaſon. © * 
21. J will pray with the Spirit, 


and I will pray with the Underſtand- 


ing alſo, 1 Cor. 14. 15. 5 1 
. What need this Praying with the 
Underſtanding, if there were no neceſ- 


ſity of attending to the ſenſe of pray 
ers? For then praying with the Spirit 


were all that was required : For that 


ſuppoſes 


re is not the leaſt in- 


octrine 
built upon it can have no Founda- 
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22. In believing that none our of 


2 


2 


Our Reaſons againſt. it: 


| ſuppoſes an attention of the Mind upon 


God. And I can hardly believe any 
Man that thinks with underſtanding, 
can juſtifie praying without it: Eſpe- 
cially when there are Exhortations 
and Invitations to the People to join 
in thoſe Prayers, as it is plain there 


are in the Roman Offices, : 
22. Then Peter opened his mouth, 


the Communion of the Church of Rome and ſaid, Of a truth I perceive that 


can be ſaved;, and that it is no un- 
charitableneſs to think ſo. P. 92. 


23. In believing that the Churchof 
Rome, in all the nem Articles defined 
at Trent, hath made no Innovation 
in matters of Faith. P. 107. 


God is no reſpecter of perſons; but in 


every Nat ien, be that feareth God, and 


worketh Righteouſneſs, is accepted 
with him, Acts 10. 34, 35. | 
Whereby we perceive, that God 
doth not limit the poſſibility of Sal- 


VLuation under the Goſpel to Commu- 


nion with the See of Rome; for if 


St. Peter may be believed, the capa- 


city of Salvation depends upon Mens 


fearing God and working Righteouſ- 


neſs; and it is horrible Uncharitable. 


neſs to exclude thoſe from a poſſibili- 


ty of Salvation, whom God doth not 


exclude from it. 


23. That ye ſhould earneſtly con- 
tend for the faith which was once de- 


livered to the ſaints, Jude v. 3. 


Therefore all neceſſary Doctrines 


ol Faith were at firſt delivered; and 


whatever Articles cannot be proved 


to have been delivered by the Apo- 

ſtles, can never be made neceſſary to 

be believed in order to Salvation. 
Which overthrows the additional 


Creed of Pius IV. after the Council 
of Trent; and puts them upon the 
neceſſity of proving the Univerſal 


Tradition of thoſe Doctrines from 
the Apoſtolical Times: And when 


they do that, we may think better of 


them than at preſent we do; for as 
yet we can ſee neither Scripture, nor 


Reaſon, nor Antiquity for them. 


Mus have Repreſented that kind of Popery which ourAuthor, (who 


1 complains ſo much of Mifrepreſenting ) allows; and I have in ſhort, 


ſet down how little ground we have to be fond of it; nay, to ſpeak more 
plainly, it is that we can never yield to, without betraying the Truth, re- 
nouncing our Senſes and Reaſon, wounding our Conſciences, diſhonouring 
God and his Holy Word and Sacraments, perverting the Doctrine of the 
Goſpel as to Chriſt's Satisfaction, Interceſſion and Remiſſion of Sins; de- 
priving the People of the Means of Salvation which God himſelf hath 
avrointed, and the Primitive Church obſer ved, and damning thoſe for whom 


Chriſt died. 
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That we have no deſign to Miſrepreſent them, or to make their Doctrines 


1 of the Church of ROM R 


—— 


| We do now in the lincerity of our Hearts appeal to God and the World, 


and Practices appear worſe than they are: But take them with all the Ad- 
vantages even this Author hath ſet them out with, we dare appeal to the 7 
Judgments and Conſciences of any impartial men, whether (the Scripture | 1 
being allowed on both ſides) our Doctrines be not far more agreeable thereto 
than the nem Articles of Trent, which are the very Life and Soul of Popery? 
Whether our Worſhip of God be not more ſuitable to the Divine Nature 
and Perfe&ions, and the Manifeſtations of his Will, than the worſvip of 
Images, and Invocation of Fellow Creatures? Whether the plain Doctrine 3 
of the neceſſity of Repentance and ſincere Obedience to the commands 
of Chriſt, do not tend more to promote Holineſs in the World, than 
the Sacrament of Penance, as it is delivered and allowed to be practi- 
ſed in the Church of Rome, i. e. with the eaſmeſs and efficacy of Ab ſolu- 
tion, and getting off the remainders by Indulgences, Satisfactions of o- 
thers, and Prayers for the dead Whether it be not more according to 
the Inſtitution of Chriſt to have the Communion in both Kinds, and to have 
Prayers and the Scriptures in a Language which the People underſtand? 
And laſtly, whether there be not more of Chriſtian charity in believing 
and hoping the beſt of thoſe vaſt Bodies of Chriſtians, who live out of 
the Communion of the Church of Rome, in the Eaſtern, Southern, Weſt- 
ern, and Northern Parts, than to pronounce them all uncapable of Sal- 
vation on that Account? And therefore out of regard to God and the 
Holy Religon of our Bleſſed Saviour; out of regard to the Salvation of 
our own and other Souls, we cannot but very much prefer the Commu- 
nion of our own Church, before that of the Church of Rome, 
But before I conclude all, I muſt take ſome notice of his Anathemas : 


And here I am as much unſatisfied, as in any other part of his Book, and 


that for theſe Reaſons. | 1 8 

1. Becauſe he hath no manner of Authority to make them, ſuppoſe 
they were meant never fo ſincerely: And if we ſhould ever object them 
to any others of that Church, they would preſently ſay, What had he to 
do to make Anathemas? It belongs only to the Church and the General Councils 
to pronbunce Anathemas, and not to any private Perſon whatſoever, So 
that if he would have publiſhed Anathemas with Authority, he ought to 
have printed thoſe of the Council of Trent, vis. ſuch as theſe, 

Curſed is be that doth not allow the Worſhip of Images. 

Curſed is he that ſaith Saints are not to be Invocated. _. 

| Curſed is he that doth not believe Tranſubſtantiation, Purgatory, &c. 

2. Becauſe he leaves out an Anathema in a very material point, vis: 
As tothe Depoſing Doctrine. We do freely, and from our Hearts Anathema- 
tige all ſuch Doctrines as tend to diſſolve the Bonds of Allegiance to our 
Sovereign, on any pretence whatſoever. Why was this paſt over by him, 
without any kind of Anathema? Since he ſeems to approve the Oxford 
Cenſures, P. 48. Why did he not here ſhew his zeal againſt all ſuch 
dangerous Doctrines? If the Depaſing Doctrine be falſly charged upon their 
Church, let us but once ſee it Anathemati ed by publick Authority of g 
their Church, and we have done: But inſtead thereof, we find in a Book 4 
very lately publiſhed with great Approbations, by a preſent Profeſſor at | 
Lovain, Fr. D*Enghien, all the Cenſures on the other ſide cenſured and = 
deſpiſed, and the holding the Negative as to the Depo/ing Doctrine, is de- Audtoricas 


edis Apo. 


clared by him to be Here/ie, or next to Herefie The Cenſureof the Sor- — . 2 


bon againſt Sanctarellus, he ſaith, was only done by a Faction; and that Reges p. 
of Sixty Eight Dofors, there were but Eighteen preſent ;, and the late 7 374: 40k. 
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P. 549 ſure of the Sorbon, he ſaith, was condemned by the Inquiſition at Toledo 


— 


Jan. 10. 1683. as erroneous and Schiſmatical; and lo by the Clergy of 
Hungary, Oct. 24. 1682. | | 1 05 

We do not queſtion but there are Divines that oppoſe it; but we fear 
there are too many who do not; and we find they boaſt of their own num- 
bers, and deſpiſe the reſt as an inconſiderable Party: This we do not 
Miſrepreſent them in, for their moſt approved Books do ſhew it. 
However, we do not queſtion, but there are ſeveral worthy and Loyal 
Gentlemen of that Religion, of different Principles and Practices And 


it is pity ſuch be not diſtinguiſhed from thoſe who will not renounce a 


Doctrine ſo dangerous in the Conſequences of it. 


3. Becauſe the Anathemas he hath ſet down, are not Penned fo plain- 
ly and clearly, as to give any real Satisfaction: but with fo much Art 
and Sophittry, as if they were intended to beguile weak and unwary Rea- 
ders, who ſee not into the depth of theſe things, and therefore ma 
think he hath done great watters in his Anathemas, which if they be 
ſtrictly examined, they come to little or nothing; as, es | 

1. Curſed is he that commitsIdolatry, An unwary Reader would think 
herein he diſowned all real Idolatry; but he doth not curſe any thing as 
Idolatiy, but what himſelf thinks to beſo. So again, Curſed is be(not that 
gives Divine Worſhip to Images, but) that prays to Images, or Relicks as Gods, 
or Worſhips them for Gods. So that if he doth not take the Images them- 
ſelves for Gods, he is ſafe enough from his own Anathema. 

7. Curſed is every Goddeſs Worſhipper, i. e. That believes the Bleſſed 
Virgin not to be a Creature. And ſo they eſcape all the force of this 
Anathema. Curſed is he that Honours her, or puts his truſt in ber more 
than in God, So that if they honour her and truſt in her but juſt as 
much as in God, they are ſafe enough; Or that believes her tobe above her 
Son But no Anathemato ſuch as ſuppoſe her to be equal to him. 

3. Curſed is he that believes the Saints in Heaven to be bis Redeemer, 


that prays to them as ſuch. What if men pray to them as their Spiritual 


Guardians and Protectors? Is not this giving God's Honour to them? 
Doth this deſerve no Anathema. OE | 

4. Curſedis he that worſhips any breaden God, or makes Gods of the empty 
Elements of Bread andWine : viz. That ſuppoſes them to be nothing but 
Bread and Wine, and vet ſuppoſes them to be God's too. Doth not this 
look like Nonſenſe ? And yet I am afraid our Author would think it a 


| ſevere Anathema in this matter, to ſay, Curſed is he who believes Non- 


ſenſe and Contradiftions, 


It will be needleſs to ſet down more, ſince I have endeavoured by clear 
ſtating the ſeveral Controverſies, to prevent the Readers being impoſed 
upon by deceitful Anathemas. And yet after all he ſaith, _ 

Curſed are we, if in anſwering and ſaying Amen to any of theſe Curſes, 
we uſe any Equivocations or Mental Reſervations, or do not aſſent to them 
in the common and obvious uſe of the Words. „„ 

But there may be no Equivocation in the very Words, and yet there 
may be a great one in the intention and deſign of them: There may be 
none in ſaying Amen to the Curſes ſo worded ; but if he would have 
prevented all {ſuſpicion of Equivocation, he ought to have put it thus, 

Curſed are we if we have not fairly and ingenuouſly expreſſed the whole 
Meaning of our Church as to the Points condemned in theſe Anathemas ; 
or if we have by them deſigned to deceive the People. And then I doubt he 
would not fo readily have faid Amen. | 
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P. 349. ſure of the Sorbon, he ſaith, was condemned by the Inquiſition at Toledo 


Jan. 10. 1683. as erroneous and Schiſmatical; and ſo by the Clergy of 
Hungary, Oct. 24. 1682. 1 
We do not queſtion but there are Divines that oppoſe it; but we fear 
there are too many who do not; and we find they boaſt of their own num- 
bers, and deſpiſe the reſt as an inconſiderable Party: This we do not 
Miſrepreſent them in, for their moſt approved Books do ſhew it. 

However, we do not queſtion, but there are ſeveral worthy and Loyal 
Gentlemen of that Religion, of different Principles and Practices And 
it is pity ſuch be not diſtinguiſhed from thoſe who will not renounce a 
Doctrine fo dangerous in the Conſequences of it. 5 

3. Becauſe the Anathemas he hath fer down, are not Penned fo plain- 
ly and clearly, as to give any real Satisfaction: but with fo much Art 
and Sophittry, as if they were intended to beguile weak and unwary Rea- 
ders, who ſee not into the depth of theſe things, and therefore ma 
think he hath done great matters in his Anathemas, which if they be 
ſtrictly examined, they come to little or nothing; as, | 

1. Curſed is be that commitsIdolatry. An unwary Reader would think 
herein he diſowned all real Idolatry; but he doth not curſe any thing as 
Idlolatiy, but what himſelf thinks to be ſo. So again, Curſed is he(not that 
gives DivineWorſhip to Images, but) that prays to Images, or Relicks as Gods, 
or Worſhips them for Gods. So that if he doth not take the Images them- 
ſelves for Gods, he is ſafe enough from his own Anathema, 

7. Curſed is every Goddeſs Worſhipper, i. e. That believes the Bleſſed 
Virgin not to be a Creature. And ſo they eſcape all the force of this 
Anathema. Curſed is he that Honours her, or puts his truſt in ber more 
than in God, So that if they honour her and truſt in her but juſt as 
much as in God, they are ſafe enough; Or that believes her tobe above her 
Son + But no Anathemato ſuch as ſuppoſe her to be equal to him. 

3. Curſed is he that believes the Saints in Heaven to be his Redeemer, 
that prays to them as ſuch. What if men pray to them as their Spiritual 
Guardians and Protefors 2 Is not this giving God's Honour to them? 
Doth this deſerve no Anathema. | 

4. Curſedis be that worſhips any breaden God, or makes Gods of the empty 
Elements of Bread andWine : vis. That ſuppoſes them to be nothing but 
Bread and Wine, and yet {uppoſes thera to be Gods too.. Doth not this 
look like Nonſenſe ? And yet I am afraid our Author would think it a 
ſevere Anathema in this matter, to ſay, Curſed is he who believes Non- 


ſenſe and Contradictions. | 


It will be needleſs to ſet down more, ſince I have endeavoured by clear 
ſtating the ſeveral Controverſies, to prevent the Readers being impoſed 
upon by deceitful Anathemas. And yet after all he faith, | 

Curſed are we, if in anſwering and ſaying Amen to any of theſe Curſes, 
we uſe any Equivocations or Mental Reſervations, or do not aſſent to them 
in the common and obvious uſe of the Words. . 

But there may be no Equivocation in the very Words, and yet there 
may be a great one in the intention and deſign of them: There may be 
none in ſaying Amen to the Curſes ſo worded ; but if he would have 
prevented all ſuſpicion of Equivocation, he ought to have put it thus, 

Curſed are we if we havenot fairly and ingenuouſly expreſſed the whole 
Meaning of” our Church as to the Points condemned in theſe Anathemas 
or if we have by them deſigned to deceive the People : And then I doubt he - 
would not fo readily have ſaid Amen. 
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= wherein an Ans wen is given to the late Proofs of ch Anti- 


quity of Tranſubſtantiation, in the Books called C ae 10 
Teen and. Nubes , &c. . 


Pr. N "Rehabs; out laſt Words af parting were, . and God 
Live bis Holy Spirit to inſtruct you. Which have run much in 
my Mind: For if the Holy Spirit inſtruct us, what need is there 
of an Infallible Church ? I hope thoſe were not only words of 
courſe with you. 
Pa. No; but J meant that the Holy Spirit n inflru# you, about 
the Authority of this Church. 


Oooo | Pr. Was 


—— 
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Pr. Was this indeed your meaning? Then you would have me be- 
- lieve the Church infallible, becauſe the Holy Spirit, which is infallible, 
will inſtruct me about it, if I ſeek his Directions. 

„ 1 | 

Pr. But then [ have no reaſon to believe it; for the" Holy Spirit, after 
my ſecking bis Inſtructiont, teaches me otherwiſe. And if the Holy Spi- 
rit is infallible, which way ſoever it teaches, then I am infalibl ſure 

there is no ſuch thing as Infe{/ibility in what you call the Cacholick 
Church. . „%% 

P. Come, come, you make too much of a ſudden Expreſſion at part- 
ing; J pray let us return to our main buſineſs, which is to ſhew, that 
there is the ſame Ground from Scripture, Reaſon, and Tradition, to believe 
Tranſubſtantiation, as ther is to believe the Trinity. And this I affirm 
again, after reading the Anſwers to the former Dialogue; and I now come 


ſomewhat better prepared to make it out. 


Pr. So you had need. And 1 hope J ſhall be able not only to defend 
the contrary,. but to make it evident to you, that there is a might £6 
ference in theſe two Doctrines, as to Scrimure, Reaſon, and Tradition, 
But I pray keep doſe to the Point, for I hate impertinent trifling in a 
Debate of ſuch conſequent ng FR 


Kz 


P. I muſt confeſs; I over-ſhot my ſelf alittle inthe former Dialogue, 
when I offer'd to prove the Doctrine of the Trinity unreaſonable and ab- 
ſurd: For no Church can make ſuch a Doctrine, which is unreaſonable 


and abſurd in it ſelf, not to be To to me: No Church can make three 


and one to be the ſame, i, they. be repugnant in themſelves. But my mea- 
ning was, that Mens Diſputes about theſe things will never be ended, 
till they ſubmit to the Authority of the Church. 1 


Pr. And then they may believe three, or three hundred Perſons in the 
Trinity, as the Church pleaſes. Is that your meaning? 


P. No. Butff faid, 7 ny carnal Reaſin it whuld appear |, but 


not to my Reaſqh as under the conduct of an infallible Guide. 
dred to be but three, 


Pr. Then an infallible Guide can make three bi 
which is a notable trick of Infallibility, x. 0 

P. No; I tell you that I meant only that we are not to follow Car- 
nal Reaſon, but the Church's. Authority, is 6. we ate not to ſearch into 
Myſteries above Reaſon, but 6nly believe what the Church delivers. 
And I intend now to argue the Point ſomewhat cloſely with you. Do 
You believe that there are any Myfteries in the Chrifttan-Do&rine-above 
| Reaſon, or not? if not, you muſt reje& the Trinity; if you do, then 
leg, no ground for rejecting Tranſubſtentiation, becauſe it is above 
Keaſon F | I” 

Pr. You clearly miſtake us; and I perceive were very little acquain- 
ted with our Doctrine; for we do not reje& any Doctrine concerning 
God, merely becauſe it is above our Reaſon, when it is otherwiſe clear- 
ly proved from Scripture. For then we on our ſelves bound to ſub- 
mit in matters of Divine Revelation concerning an infinite Being, though 
they be above our Capacity to comprehend them. But in matters ef a 
finite Nature, which are far more eaſie for us to conceive, and which 
depend upon the evidence of Senſe, we may juſtly reject any Dagtrine 
which overthrows that Evidence, and is not barely abeue our Reaſtm, but 
repugnant to it. b W i 

P. I do not well underſtand you. EE JEONG! 
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Pr. So I believe; but I will endeavour to help your Underſtanding 
2 little. And J pray conſider theſe things: ; | | 

1. That there is a great difference in our Conceptions of Finite and 
Infinite Beings. For, whatſoever is Infinite, is thereby owned to be 
above our Comprehenſion, otherwiſe it would not be Infinite. The 
Attributes of God, which are eſſential to him, as his Wiſdom, Good- 
neſs and Power, muſt be underſtood by us, ſo far as to form a true No- 
tion of that Being which is infinite; but then the Infinity of theſe At- 
tributes is above our reach. And ſo his infinite Duration, which we 
call Eternity; his infinite Preſence, which we call his Immen/ity; the 
infinite Extent of his Knowledge, as to future Contingencies; all theſe 
muſt be confeſſed to be Myſteries, not above our Reaſon, but above our 
Capacity. For we have great reaſon to own them, but we have not Fa- 
culties to comprehend them. We cannot believe a God, unleſs we hold 
him to be infinite in all Perfections; and if he be infinite, he muſt be 
incomprehenſible; ſo that Religion muſt be overthrown, if ſomething 
incomprehenſible be not allowed. And as to finite Beings, ſo far as 
they run into what we call Infinite, they are ſo far out of our reach, as 
appears by the inſuperable Difficulties about the infinite Diviſibility of 
Quantity. 0 3 

2. That we have certain Notions of ſome things in tlie viſible World; 
both that they are, and that they have ſome Attributes eſſential to them. 
We daily converſe with things viſible and corporeal; and if we do not 
conceive ſomething true and certain in our Minds about them, we live 
in a Dream, and have only Phantaſins and Illuſions about us. If we are 
certain that there are real Bodies, and not mere Appearances, there muſt 
be ſome certain way of conveying ſuch Impreſſions to our Minds, from 


whence they may conclude, this is a Horſe, and this a Man, and this 


is Fleſh, and this Blood, and this is Weod, and this Stone; otherwiſe 
all certainty is gone, and we muſt turn mere Scepticks. | 

3. That in examining the ſenſe of Scripture, we may make uſe of thoſe 
certain Notions of viſible things, which God and Nature have planted - 


in us; otherwiſe we are not dealt with as reaſonable Creatures. And 


therefore we muſt uſe thoſe Faculties God hath given us, in reading and 
comparing Scriptures, and examining the ſenſe that is offered by ſuch 
Notions which are agreeable to the nature of things. As for inſtance, 
the Scripture frequently attributes Eyes and Ears and Hande to the Al- 
mighty, muſt we preſently believe God to have an human Shape becauſe 
of this? No, we compare theſe with the neceſſary Attributes of God, 
and from thence ſee a neceſſity of interpreting theſe Expreſſions in a 
Senſe agreeable to the Divine Nature. So if other Expreſſions of Scrip- 

ture ſeem to affirm that of a Body, which is inconſiſtent with the Na- 
ture of it; as, that it is not viſible, or may be in many Places at once, 
there is ſome reaſon for me to underſtand them in a Senſe agreeable to 
the eſſential Properties of a Body. f \ 
4. There is a difference between our not apprehending the manner 
how a thing is, and the apprehending the impoſſibility of the thing it 
ſelf. And this is the meaning of the diſtinction of things above our 
Reaſon, and contrary to our Reaſon. If the Queſtion be, how the ſame 
individual Nature can be communicated to three diſtin& Perſons > We 
may juſtly anſwer, we cannot apprehend the manner of 1t, no more than 
we can the Divine Immenſity, or an infinite Amplitude without Extenſion. 
But if any go about to prove there is an impoſſibility in the thing, he 
| Oooo 2 : muſt 
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Myſteries above Reaſon,” but dnly believe what the Church delivers. 


And I intend now to argue the Point ſomewhat cloſely with you. Do 


vou believe that tfrere are any Myſteries in the Chriftian-DoG&rme-above 


Reaſon, or not? if not, you muſt reject the Trinity; if you do, then 
you have no ground for rej ; 


ejecting Tranſwhſtantiation, becauſe it is above 


Pr. You clearly miſtake us; and I perceive were very little acquain- 
ted with our Doctrine; for we do not reject any Doctrine concerning 
God, merely becauſe it is above our Reaſop, When it is otherwiſe clear- 
ly proved from Scripture. For then we dn our ſelves: bound to ſub- 


mit in matters of Divine Revelation concerning an infinite Being, though 
they be above our Capacity to comprehend them. But in matters ef a 


fimite Nature, which are far more eaſie for us to conceive, and Which 
depend upon the evidence of Senſe, we may juſtly reject any Daftrine 
which overthrows that Evidence, and is not barely ah Du R. 
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Pr. So I believe; but I will endeavour to help your Underſtanding 


2 little. And J pray conſider theſe things: 


1. That there is a great difference in our Conceptions of Finite and 
Infinite Beings. For, whatſoever is Infinite, is thereby owned to be 
above our Comprehenſion, otherwiſe it would not be Infinite. The 
Attributes of God, which are effential to him, as his Wiſdom, Good- 
neſs and Power, muſt be underſtood by us, ſo far as to form a true No- 
tion of that Being which is infinite; but then the Infinity of theſe At- 


tributes is above our reach. And fo his infinite Duration, which we 


call Eternity ; his infinite Preſence, which we call his Immen/ity; the 
infinite Extent of his Knowledge, as to future Contingencies; all theſe 
muſt be confeſſed to be Myſteries, not above our Read: but above our 
Capacity. For we have great reaſon to own them, but we haye not Fa- 
culties to comprehend them. We cannot believe a God, unleſs we hold 
him to be infinite in all Perfections; and if he be infinite, he muſt be 
incomprehenſible; ſo that Religion muſt be overthrown, if ſomething 
incomprehenſible be not allowed. And as to finite Beings, ſo far as 
they run into what we call Infinite, they are ſo far out of our reach, as 
appears by the inſuperable Difficulties about the infinite Diviſibility of 
Quantity. | 1 

2. That we have certain Notions of ſome things in tlie viſible World; 
both that they are, and that they have ſome Attributes eſſential to them. 
We daily converſe with things viſible and corporeal; and if we do not 
conceive ſomething true and certain in our Minds about them, we live 
in a Dream, and have only Phantaſins and Illuſions about us. If we are 
certain that there are real Bodies, and not mere Appearances, there muſt 
be ſome certain way of conveying ſuch Impreſſions to our Minds, from 
whence they may conclude, this is a Horſe, and this a Man, and this 


is Fleſh, and this Blood, and this is Wead, and this Stone; otherwiſe 
all certainty is gone, and we muſt turn mere Scepticks. | 


3. That in examining the ſenſe of Scripture, we may make uſe of thoſe 
certain Notions of viſible things, which God and Nature have planted - 
in us; otherwiſe we are not dealt with as reaſonable Creatures. And 
therefore we muſt uſe thoſe Faculties God hath given us, in reading and 
comparing Scriptures, and examining the ſenſe that is offered by ſuch 
Notions which are agrecable to the nature of things. As for inſtance, 
the Scripture frequently attributes Eyes and Ears and Hands to the A.- 
mighty, muſt we preſently believe God to have an human Shape becauſe 
of this? No, we compare theſe with the neceſſary Attributes of God, 
and from thence ſee a neceſſity of interpreting theſe Expreſſions in a 
Senſe agreeable to the Divine Nature. So if other Expreſſions of Scrip- 
ture ſeem to affirm that of a Body, which is inconſiſtent with the Na- 


ture of it; as, that it is not viſible; or may be in many Places at once, 


there is ſome reaſon for me to underſtand them in a Senſe agreeable to 
the eſſential Properties of a Body. 455 HH N 

4. There is a difference between our not apprehending the manner 
how a thing is, and the apprehending the impoſſibility of the thing it 
ſelf. And this is the meaning of the diſtinction of things above our 
Reaſon, and contrary to our Reaſon. If the Queſtion be, how the ſame 
individual Nature can be communicated to three diftin& Perſons? We 
may juſtly anſwer, we cannot apprehend the manner of it, no more than 
we can the Divine Immen/ity, or an infinite Amplitude without Extenſian. 


But if any go about to prove there is an impoſſibility in the thing, = 
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muſt prove that the Divine Nature can communicate it ſelf no other- 
wiſe than a finite individual Nature can: For all acknowledge the ſame 
common Nature may be communicated to three Perſons, and ſo the 
whole Controverſie reſts on this ſingle Point as to Reaſon; whether:the 
Divine Nature and Perſons are to be judged and meaſured as Human 
Nature and Perſons are. And in this, I think, we have the advantage 


in point of Reaſon of the Anti-trinitarians themſelves, although they 


pretend never ſo much to it. | 

P. Good night, Sir; I perceive you are in for an hour; and I have 
not ſo much time to ſpare, to hear ſuch long Preachments. For my part, 
talk of Senſe and Reaſon as long as you will, I am for the Carbolick 
Church. | 

Pr. And truly, ſhe is mightily obliged to you for oppoſing her Au- 
thority to Senſe and Reaſon. : 

P. Call it what you will, I am for the Church's Authority; and the 
talk of Senſe and Reaſon is but Canting without that. 

Pr. The matter is then come to a fine paſs; I thought Canting had ra- 
ther been that which was {foken againſt Senſe or Reaſon. But I pray, 
Sir, what ſay you to what I have been diſcourſing? 

P. To tell you truth, I did not mind it; for as ſoon as I heard whi- 
ther you were going, I clapt faſt hold of the Church, as a Man would 
do of a Maſt in a Storm, and reſolved not to let go my hold. 

Pr. What! although you ſhould ſink together with it. 

P. If I do, the Church muſt anſwer for it; for I muſt fink or ſwim 
with it. | | 

Pr. What Comfort will that be to you, when you are called to an ac- 
count for your ſelf 2 But if you {tick here, it is to no purpoſe to talk 
any more with you. | 

P. I think ſo too. But now we are in, methinks we ſhould not give 
over thus; eſpecially ſince I began this Dialogue about the Trinity and 
Tranſubſtantiation. | h 

Pr. If you do, we know the Reaſon of it. But I am reſolved to puſh 
this matter now as far as it will go; and either to convince you of your 
Miſtake, or at leaſt to make you give it over wholly, 

P. But if I muſt go on in my Parallel, I will proceed in my own 
way. I mentioned three things, Scripture, Reaſon, and Tradition. And 
Iwill begin with Tradition. 

Pr. This is ſomewhat an uncouth Method; but I muſt be content to 
follow your Conduct. 


P. No, Sir, the Method is very natural; for in Myſteries above Rea- 


ſon, the 175 way is to truſt Tradition. And none can give ſo good ac- 
count of that as the Church. eh | 
Pr. Take your own way: but I perceive Tradition with you is.the 


Senſe of the preſent Church; which is as hard to conceive, as that a Nunc 


ſtans ſhould be an eternal Succeſſion. 


P. As to comparing Tradition, J ſay, that the Myſtery of the Trinity 


was queſtioned in the very Infancy of the Church, and the Arians prevail d 
much againſt it in the beginning of the fourth Age; but Tranſubſtantiation 
lay unqueſtion'd and quiet for a long time; and when it came into debate, 
there was no ſuch oppoſition as that of Arius, to call in queſtion the Au- 


chority of its Tradition; the Church received it unanimouſly, and in that 


enſe continued till raſh Reaſon attempted to fathom the unlimited Mira- 
cles and Myſteries of God. | 7 
2 


— — 


and Tranſubſtantiation, compared. i | 


PART I. 


Pr. I ſtand amazed at the boldneſs of this Aſſertion: But I find your 
preſent Writers are very little vers'd in Antiquity, which makes them 
offer things concerning the Ancient Church, eſpecially as to Tranſubſt an- 
tiation, which thoſe who had been modeſt and learned, would have 
been aſhamed of. 5 5 

P. I hope I may make uſe of tliem to juſtifie my ſelf, tho you ſlight 
them, I mean the Conſenſus Veterum, the Nubes Teſtium, and the ſingle 
Sheet about Tranſubſtantiation. | | kD 

Pr. Take them all, and as many more as you pleaſe, I am ſure you 
can never prove Tranſubſtantiation to have been, and the Trinity not to 
have been the conſtant Belief of the Primitive Church. _ 

P. Let me manage my own Argument firſt, 

Pr. All the Reaſon in the World. Ebel HE 

P. My Argument is, That the Dofrine f the Trinity met with far 
more Oppoſition than Tranſubſtantiation did. 

Pr. Good Reaſon for it, becauſe it was never heard of: then. You 
may as well ſay, the Tradition of the Circulation of the Blood lay very 
uiet, from the days of Hippocrates to the time of Pariſanus. Who was 
there that oppoſed things before they were thought of? | 
Pe. That is your great Miſtake; for Tranſubſtantiation was very well 
known, but they did not happen to ſpeak ſo much of it, becauſe it was 
not oppoſed. | I 

Pr. But how is it poſſible for you to know it was ſo well known, if 
they ſpake not of it? | 

P. I did not ſay, they did not ſpeak of it, but not ſo much, or not 
balf fo expreſe : becauſe it is not cuſtomary for Men to argue unqueſtiona- 
ble Truths, 

Pr. But fill how ſhall it be known that the Church received this 
Doctrine unanimouſly, if they do not ſpeak expreſly of it? But ſince you 
offer at no Proof of your Aſſertion, I will make a fair offer to you, 
and undertake to prove, That the Fathers ſpake expreſly againſt it, | 

Pi. How is that? Expreſly againſt it? God forbid. 

Pr. Make of it what you pleaſe, and anſwer what you can: I begin 
with my Proofs. 

P. Nay, then, we are in for all Night. I am now full of buſineſs, 
and cannot hearken to tedious Proofs out of the Fathers, which have 
been canvaſſed a hundred times. | | 

Pr. I will be as ſhort as I can; and J promiſe you not to tranſcribe 
any that have hitherto written, nor to urge you with any ſpurious Wri- 
ter, or lame Citation at ſecond or third hand; and I ſhall produce no- 
thing but what I have read, conſidered, and weighed in the Authors 
themſelves. | | 

P. Since it muſt be ſo ; let me hear your doubty Arguments, which 
I cannot as well turn againſt the Trinity; For that is my Point. 

Pr. I leave you to try your Skill upon them. The firſt ſhall be from 

the Proofs of the Truth of Chriſt's Incarnatian; and I hope this will 

not hold againſt the Trinity. And thoſe Arguments which they brought 

to prove Chriſt Incarnate, do overthrow Tranſubſtantiation effectually. 

So that either we muſt make the Fathers to reaſon very ill againſt Here- 

ticks; or, if their Arguments be good, it was impoſſible they ſhould 

believe Tranſubſtantiation. For can you ſuppoſe that any can believe it, 
who ſhould not barely afſert, but make the force of an Argument to lie 
| | * mn 
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in this, that the Subſtance of the Bread doth not remain after Conſecra- 


tion? And this I now prove, not from any ſlight inconſiderable Authors, 
but from ſome of the greateſt Men in the Church in their time. Tbegin 
with St. Chryſoſtom, whoſe Epiſtle to Cæſarius is at laſt brought to light 
by a learned Perſon of the Roman Communion ; who makes no queſtion 
of the Sincerity of it, and faith, The Latin Tranſlation which only he 
could find entire, was about five hundred years old; but he hath ſo con- 
firm'd it by the Greek Fragments of it, quoted by Ancient Greek Authors, 
that there can be no ſuſpicion left concerning it. SET INS? 

P. What means all this ado before you come to the Point? | 
Pr. Becauſe this Epiſtle hath been formerly ſo confidently denied to 
be St. Chryſoſtom's ; and ſuch care was lately taken to ſuppreſs it. 

P. But what will you do with it now you have it ? + 

Pr. T will tell you prefently. Tliis Epiſtle was written by him forthe 
ſatisfaction of Cæſarius a Monk, who was in danger of being ſeduced by 
the Apollinariſts. | | f b 5 

P. What have we to do with the Apollinariſts? Do you think all 
hard words are akin, and fo the affinity riſes between Apollinariſts and 
Tranſubſtantiation 2 : : | 


Pr. You ſhall find it comes nearer the matter than you imagined. For 


thoſe Hereticks denied the Truth of the Human Nature of Chriſt after 
the Union, and ſaid that the Properties of it did then belong to the Di- 

vine Nature; as appears by that very Epiſtle. - | 
P. And what of all this? Do we deny the truth of Chriſt's Hu- 

man Nature ? | | 

Pr. No; but I pray obſerve the force of his Parallel. He is proving 
Sicut & that each Nature in N contains its Properties; for, faith he, as be- 
8 it Bread, but after it by Divine Grace ſand#ify- 


quam fan- ore Conſecration wwe ca 


ctifcatur ing it through the Prayer of the Prieſt, it is no longer called Bread, but 


penis Pa. the Body of our Lord, altho' the nature of Bread remains in it; and it 


nem nomi- 


namus, di. doth not become two Bodies, but one Body of Chriſt , ſo here the Divine 
vin la. Nature being joyned to the Human, they both make one Son, and one Per- 
1 — : 1 ö 

ctificante ſon. | | | 
Gratià, mediante Sacerdote, liberatus eſt quidem ab appellatione panis, dignus autem habitus eſt Dominici Cor- 


poris appellatione, etiamſi natura Panis in ipſo permanſit, & non duo Corpora, ſed unum Corpus Filii prædicatur, 


ſic & lic divina yiÞpuudons ( Sic guuẽrns in Græc. Exemplar Ep. Bigot.)id eſt inundante Corporis Natura unum 
Filium, unam Perſonam utraq; hec fecerunt. 


P. And what do you infer from hence? 
Pr. Nothing more, but that the Nature of Bread doth as certainly re- 
main after Conſecration, as the Nature of Chriſt doth after the Union. 
Pei. Hold a little. For the Author of the ſingle Sheet, ſaith, That the 
Papiſt Miſ. Fathers by Nature and Subſtance do often mean no more than the natural 


ed, and Qualities, or viſible Appearances of Things. And why may not St. Chry- 


Reprcſent i ſoſſom mean ſo here? 
ed, 2 Part. 


.3.p.23E PV. I fay, it is impoſſible he ſhould. For all the Diſpute was about 
© the Subſtance, and not about the Qualities, as appears by that very Epi- 
ſtle ; for thoſe Hereticks granted, that Chriſt had all the Properties of 

a Body left ſtill; they do not deny that Chriſt could ſuffer, but they 

{a1d, the Properties of a Body after the Union belonged to the Divine 
Nature, the Human Nature being ſwallowed up by the Union. And 
therefore St. Chryſoſtom, by Nature, muſt underſtand Subſtance, and not 
Qualities ;, or elſe he doth by no means prove that which he aimed at. 


So that St. Chryſoſtom doth manifeſtly aſſert the Subſtance of the Bread 
to remain after Conſecration. 
P, But 
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2 But dom not Bt. C on Conſecration, 
Breail is united to t * ] fue. Nature is to. the" 

Divine: ; Elſe what en nll! 1 A 

Pr. Iwill deal freely by declaring;-tha t not St bey oftom 
only; but many others ka the ra Babe bers, Frys the Bread after Conſe- 
cration to be made the real Body of Chriſt ne in your Senſe, by 
changing the Subſtimee'of een in into tha Body of Chriſt which 
is in a but by .a Myfti ſed by the Hoh Spirit, 
whereby the Bread hire, the Buy of Chy 15 as that Was which was 
conceived in the Womb of the Bleſſe via 12 5 
ther thing from Tranſubſtntiation ; "and the Chure h of 5 owns, 
that ater Cont eeration, * e _ ine er 0 | 6 / 
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Pr. . no means. For. 00 diffieulties lin to the kit f 8 va 
the Subſtance of the Bread, mo the Properties of Chriſt's Body, are re- 
moved by this Hypot he. r 
P. Let us they kee 7 to our Point; but meins this is but at 
appearance yet; St. Chryſoſtom ſtands alone for all that I Eee“. 
Pr. Have but a littlé Patience, and you ſhall ſes fore of his milk.” 
preſently. But I muſt firſt tell you, that the Eurythimns afterwards were W 2G 
condemned in the Council of Chalbcellon for following this Doctrine o a 7M 
Fe pom ; and that Council defines, that the diffevences 6 the mo l : e 
atures in Chrift were not deſtroyed ly the Union ʒ but that their” Pro- Chalced: 1 
perties were preſerved diſtinẽt oh concur th on Dor om And — at Leh 5 
theſe, the other Fathers eee juſt ; as St. Cloyje Nom had done before | 


"3 A 44” 


' Theddoret brings the ſame Pe and he affins: exprelly; That the 
Nature of the Elements is not chanzed, that 3 not loſe their" prop 
Nature, but remain in their former "SuhRance, Þ 2 nd n . may 
be ſeen and toucbed: as before. . JJ 

Still this is not to prove any Accitlemal Vene, but the very SE 
Haute of Chriſt's Body to temain. 1 5 
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P. But was not Theodoret a+ Man of ſuſpected Faith in the Church: FSH 
and therefore no great matter can be made of his Teſtimony, ). 

Pr. Yield it then to us; and ſee if we do not clear Theodete 5 ; bur 3 | 
your own learned Men never queſtion him, as to this matter 5 


and the ancient Church hath vindicated his Reputation. 0 
no more than apes {4 op 8 r ochers of ctr Edie en 
after him. r wot gy "4 ot" ee "my 6 

. Who were th e th e 7 

Pr. What ſay — et — 5 whom you eta of the Church? 8 
Pope Geleſu writing againſt the ſame Heretic, produbes the ſame Ex- 
ample.;' and fire yp. __ S the Bread and Wine r n 2 
nor ceaſe. r 
mus Corporis dc spent Brake Geer be atm tr Nature, 2 
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PAR r I. 
in this, that the Subſtance of the Bread doth not remain after Conſecra- 
tion ? And this I now prove, not from any ſlight inconſiderable Authors, 
but from ſome of the greateſt Men in the Church in their time. Ibegin 
with St. Chryſoſtom, whoſe Epiſtle to Cæſarius is at laſt brought to light 
by a learned Perſon of the Roman Communion ; who makes no queſtion 
of the Sincerity of it, and faith, The Latin Tranſlation which only he 
could find entire, was about five hundred years old; but he hath ſo con- 
firm'd it by the Greek Fragments of it, quoted by Ancierit Greek Authors, 
that there can be no ſuſpicion left concerning 1t. - 

P. What means all this ado before you come to the Point? | 
Pr. Becauſe this Epiſtle hath been formerly ſo confidently denied to 
be St. Chryſoſtom's ; and ſuch care was lately taken to ſuppreſs it. 

P. But what will you do with it now you have it? 

Pr. T will tell you preſently. This Epi/?le was written by him forthe 
ſatisfaction of Cæſarius a Monk, who was in danger of being ſeduced by 
the Apollinariſts. | 
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P. What have we to do with the Apollinariſts? Do you think all 


hard words are akin, and fo the affinity riſes between Apollinariſts and 
Tranſtilbſtantiation? 


Pr. You ſhall find it comes nearer the matter than you imagined. For 


thoſe Hereticks denied the Truth of the Human Nature of Chriſt after 
the Union, and ſaid that the Properties of it did then belong to the Di- 
vine Nature; as appears by that very Epiſtle. | 

P. And what of all this? Do we deny the truth of Chriſt's Hu- 
man Nature ? | 

Pr. No; but I pray obſerve the force of his Parallel. He is proving 
Sicut e. that each Nature in Chriſt contains its Properties; for, ſaith he, as be- 
| quamfan- fore Conſecration we call it Bread, but after it by Divine Grace ſan#ify- 
ctifcatur ing it through the Prayer of the Prieſt, it is no longer called Bread, but 
pan's, ba. the Body of our Lord, altho' the nature of Bread remains in it; and it 
nem nomi- | 3 
namus, di. doth not become two Bodies, but one Body of Chriſt; ſo here the Divine 
via ane Nature being joyned to the Human, they both make one Son, and one Per- 
k 
ctificante ſon. | 
Gratià, mediante Sacerdote, liberatus eſt quidem ab appellatione panis, dignus autem habitus eſt Dominici Cor- 
paris appellatione, etiamſi natura Panis in ipſo permanſit, & non duo Corpora, ſed unum Corpus Filii prædicatur, 


ſic & hic divina ev1Þpvpdons ( em guns in Græc. Exemplar Ep. Bigot.)id eſt inundante Corporis Natura unum 
Filium, unam Perſonam utraq; hæc fecerunt. | 


P. And what do you infer from hence? 
Pr. Nothing more, but that the Nature of Bread doth as certainly re- 
main after Conſecration, as the Nature of Chriſt doth after the Union. 
Fe. Hold a little. For the Author of the ſingle Sheet, ſaith, That the 
Hh 6 ng Fathers by Nature and Subſtance do often mean no more than the natural 


ed, and Qualities, or viſible Appearances of Things. And why may not St. Chry- 


Repreſent-i ſo/?o7m mean ſo here? 
ed, 2 Pars.” * 


ah. 3. P. 23. Pr. I tay, it is impoſſible he ſhould. For all the Diſpute was about 
the Subſtance, and not about the Qualities, as appears by that very Epi- 
ſtle ; for thoſe Hereticks granted, that Chriſt had all the Properties of 

2 Body left ſtill; they do not deny that Chriſt could ſuffer, but they 

ſaid, the Properties of a Body after the Union belonged to the Divine 
Nature, the Human Nature being ſwallowed up by the Union. And 


therefore St. Chryſoſtom, by Nature, muſt underſtand Subſtance, and not 


Qualities ;, or elſe he doth by no means prove that which he aimed at. 


So that St. Chryſoſtom doth manifeſtly aſſert the Subſtance of the Bread 
to remain after Conſecration. 
P, But 
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P. But och not St. C y ſoſtom ſuppoſe then, that upon Confſecration, 
The Bread is united to the eater as. the Humane Nature i is to the 


Divine; elſe what Parallel could he make ? + 


Pr. I will deal freely with you by Jechiriigg that not St. Chryſoſtom 
only, but many others of the Nabe did own the Bread after Conſe - 
cration to be made the real Body of Chriſt; but not in your Senſe, by 
changing the Subſtance'of the Elements into that Body of Chriſt which 
is in Heaven; but by a Myſtical Union, cauſed by the Hoh Spirit, 
whereby the Bread becomes the Body of Chrift, as that was which was 
conceived in the Womb of the Bleſſed Virgin. But this is quite ano- 
ther thing from Tranſubſtantiation; and the Church of England owns, 
that after Conſecration, gh Bread and Wine are the Boch and Blood of 


 Cbritt 


P. But altho' this be not Tranſubſantiation, it's —_ be fomethin _—_— 
hard to'believe or underſtand. 

Pr. By no means. For all the difficulties ag to the taking g away 
the Subſtance of the Bread, and the Properties of Chriſt' $ Kar to arc re- 
moved by this Hypotheſis. 

P. Let us then keep to our Point; but methinks this 1s but a fender 
appearance yet; St. Chryſoſtom ſtands alone for all that I ſee.” 

Pr. Have but a little Patience, and you ſhall ſee more mn 155 mind 5 
preſently. But I muſt firſt tell you, that the Eutychians afterwards were 
condemned in the Council of Chalcedon for following this Doctrine of 
Apollinaris; and that Council defines, that the differences of the two cc. 
Natures in Chritt were not deſtroyed by the Union; but that their Pro- Chalced. 
perties were preſerved diſtintt and concur to one Perſon. And againſt d. 3. 
theſe, the other Fathers diſputed jult as St.  Chryſo oftom had done before 582 


againſt the Apollinariſto. 


Theodoret brings the ſame Inſtance, and he affirms expreſly; That the 
Nature of the Elements 1s not changed, that they do not loſe their proper. 0 8.9 


Nature, but remain in their former "Subſtance, 2 and Form, and may (ous . 
be ſeen and touched. as before. dn affe 
Still this is not to prove any Accidental Qualities, but the very Subs e * 
ſtance of Chriſt's Body to remain. 50 2 
Eau]ov Au- 
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P. But was not Theodoret a Man of ſuſpected Faith in the Cannes 
and therefore no great matter can be made of his Teſtimony. 

Pr. Vield it then to us; and ſee if we do not clear Theodoret; but 
your own learned Men never queſtion him, as to this matter (at leaſt ) 
and the ancient Church hath vindicated his Reputation. And he faith 
no more than St. N ond before him, d others of bs ito 
after him. ent 

P. Who were they 2 | 

Pr. What ſay you to a Pope, whom you account Head of the Church . 
Pope Gelaſius writing againſt the ſame Hereticks, produces the ſame Ex- = 
ample.;' and he NY faith, The Subſtance of che Bread aus ar doth Cent sa. 


cramenta 
101 ceaſe. Aua ſumj- 
mus Corporis & Sanguinis Domini divina res eſt; proprer quod & per eadem Medes Selmer conſortes Naturæ, 
& tamen elle non deiinit iubſtantia vel natuta Panis & Vini. Gelaf. in Biblioth. * To. + 
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P. I thought I ſhould find you tripping. Here you put a Fob-head 

of the Church upon us. For the Author of the ſingle Sheet faith, 

pag 20. This was another Gelaſius, as is prov'd at large by Bellarmin, * 

Pr. In truth, I am aſhamed of the Ignorance of ſuch ſmall Authors, 

who will be medling with things they underſtand not. For this Writer, 

ſince Bellarmin's time, hath been evidently proved from Teſtimonies of 

Antiquity, ſuch as Fulgentius and John the ſecond, to have been Pope 

Gelaſius, and that by ſome of the moſt learned Perſons of the Roman 

Communion, ſuch as Cardinal Du Perron, Petauius, Sirmondus, and 
e e ; 


others. © 6 = "wp 
P. Have you any more that talk at this rate? HR 
Yoo Pr. Yes. What think you of a Patriarch of Antioch, who uſeth the 
=o 7 7+ {ame Similitude for the ſame purpoſe z and he affirms, that the ſenſible 


Carbide, Subſtance ſtill continues in the Euchariſt, tho it hath Divine Grace 


oye Nei- joined with it? And I pray, now tell me ſeriouſly, did the Tradition 9 

415 55 Tranſubſtantiation lie ben yr men and quiet all this while ? when we 

a 2 ns : o - 7 . , X 2 5 

vJias z have three Patriarchs of Conſtantinople, Rome, and Antioch, expreſly a- 

Xie.) gainſt it; and one of them owned by your Selves, to be Head of the 
vos | | | . : 

ablage, Church; and held by many to be Infallible, eſpecially when he 


* 


a 5.4 teaches the Church; which he doth, if ever, when he declares againſt 
8 Hereticks. i | NE | | | 
ricch, ap. P. I know not what to ſay, unleſs by Nature and Subſtance they 
* Cod: meant Qualities and Properties. — 3 
Pr. I have evidently proved that could not be their meaning. 
P. But J am told Monſieur Arnaud in his elaborate Defence againſt 
Tom. 4.1 5. Claude goes that way, and he faith, The Eitychians and Apollnarifts did 
6 1,6,8, not abſolutely deny any Subſtance to remain in Chrift's Body, but not ſo as 
er ze 70 be endued with ſuch Properties as ours have. © 
Pr. I grant this is the main of his Defence; but I confeſs, Monſieur 
Arnaud hath not ſo much Authority with me, as a General Council which 
declared the contrary; viz. That the Eutychians were condemned for not 
MIC holding two Subſtances or Natures in Chritt after the Union. And Donnnit 
c. 5 Antiochenus, who firſt laid open the Eurychian Hereſſe, faith, It lay in 
making a mixture and confuſion of both Natures in Chriſt, and ſo making 
the Divinity palſible; and to the ſame pfirpoſe others. There were 


Ap. Canif, fome who charged both Apollinaris and Eutyches with holding, that 


3 3 brought his Pody from Heaven, and that it was not con- ſubſtantial 
4. p. 112, With gur; but Apollinaris himſelf, in the Fragments preſerved by Leon- 
114, 127. 7745, not only denies it, but pronownces an Anathema againſt thoſe that 

bold it. And Vitalis of Antioch, a great Diſciple: of his, in diſcourſe 


Epiph.har. with Epiphanius, utterly denied 4 Celeſtial Body in Chrift, Vincentius 


77. Vincent. 


07 -mncent. Lirinenſis faith, bis Hereſie lay in denying two diſtinct Subſtances in 
On. 22 . — N 

Aug. de Chriſt. St. Auguſtin ſaith, he held but one Subſtance after the Union; 

Harel.c.55. ſo that he mutt deny any Subſtance'of a Body to remain after the U- 

nion, which he aſſerted to be wholly ſwallowed up, and the Properties 

to continue: Which was another kind of Tranſubſtantiation; for no 

more of the Subſtance of Chriit's Body was ſuppoſed to remain after the 

Union, than there is ſuppoſed to be in the Elements after Conſecration. 

| But in both Caſes the Properties and Qualities were the ſame ſtill, And 

Concil. it is obſervable, that in the Acts of the Council of Chalcedon, Eutyches 

— rejected it, as a Calumny' caſt upon him, that he ſbouli hold that Chrift 

brought a Body from Heaven. But the Eutychian Doctrine lay in taking 

away the Shſtance of the Body, and making the Divinity the ſole Sub- 
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lance of Bread doth remain after Conf; 


5 only Arguments uſed by Divites in the heat of Di 
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een 


ſtance, ber with! the Accidents and Prop ies of the Body. And for "Ry 
they produced. the Words of Saint John, The Word was made: Fleſp _ 
which they urged with the ſame Confidence: that you now do; Thi A 


is my Body. And when they were urged. with Difficulties, they made 
the very ſame recourſe to:God's,Onmipot pron, and the Letterof Scripture, 
and made the ſame Declamations againſt the % of Reaſon that you do; 


and 'withal, they would not haye the Human * to be annihilated 
but to be changed into the Divine; Juſt as your Authors do about the 


Subſtance of the Bread. 80 that it is hard to imagin a more exact 
Parallel to Tranſubſtantiation than there is in this Doctrine; and con- 
ſequently there can be no more evident Proof 51 it, than the Fathers 
making uſe of the Inſtance of the pecan Yo ras that as the Sub- 


5 ſo the Subſtance of 
Chrift's Body doth continue after the Ula. And when che Fathers 


from the Nn 1 Properties do prove the 1 — to remain, they 
bility of Tranſiibſtantiation. F or, if they might be 
without the Subſtance, theſe whole Argument! loſes; ity wwe, 4; proves 3%. 


.overthrow the poſſi 
juſt nothing. ar a# $5; 


P. But all this e nothing as to the Faith: v4 "the Chirch; bein oh 


Do you then inearneſt give up the Fathers as 
but retain them as Believers" to your ſelves? But how | 


P. I perceive you ave a mind to be pie 1 but my meaning a was, 
that in Diſputes Men way. eaſily over-ſhoot themſelves, and uſe ineffe- n, | 


ual Arguments. 

Pr. But is it ad to ſuppo ſe; they ſhould Yraw Arkiinents Nom 
ſomething = the Faith of the Church? As for inſtance 5 Suppoſe | 
now we are diſputing about Tranſubſtantiation,. you ſhould bring an 
Argument from the Human Nature/ of \Chrijt, an and ſay, That as in the 
Hypoſtatical Unien the Subſtance 1s changed, and nothing but the 
Accidents remain; ſo it is in the Elements. 5 Conſecration. hy 
you think I ſhould- not preſently deny your Example, and ſay, you 
very Suppoſition 1 is Heretiral 2 So no doubt Would the Eutychians: 3 


done in caſe the Faith of the Church had then been, that the Subſtance f 


of the Elements was changed after Conſecration. And tlie Eutyebians 
were the moſt ſottillf Diſputanits i in the World, if-they had n Lot brought 
the Doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation to prove their Here). 25 
P. Methinks you 8 very long upon ſs Arg when fall we 
hate done at the rat e $e.., 0s 
Pr. I take this for your beft Anſwer; 


i t proceed to A ng 


iſpu 40 tr to wy 


* 


"Arne which I am ſure will not hold apainſt the Trinity >, and that 


s from the natural and un ſeparable Properties of Chriſt s Body ;, which 


are utterly inconſiſtent with che belief of 118 1 antiation. And the 
force of the Argument in Boye lies in this, That the Fathers did 
attribute 125 things to the Body of Chriſt, which render it uncapable 


of being preſent in ſuch a manner in the Sacrament as Tranſubſidmiation 


ſuppoſes. And no Men who underſtand themſelves, will aſſert that at 
one time, which they tuft be bound to deny at another; but they 
will be ſure to make an Exception or Limitation, which may reconcile 
both together. As if you ſhould- ſay, Ibat che Body: of, Chrift cannot be 
in more places than one at once, upon the Doctrine of St. Thomas; ye 


would preſently add, with regard 0 Sacrament; i. e. not in regard 


PPP a ef 


* 1 * 
1 


3 
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of its natural Preſimce; b but in " ; Sacramente! 5 it may So, if the Father 


Reſerve, or Exception, as to the Sacrament. [Bar it appears by their 
Writings, that they attribute ſuch. Properties in general to the Body of 
Chriſt, as overthrow. any ſuch Preſence, without P or Linie 
tions. But that is not all: For I ſhall now prove, 

1. That they do attribute Circtnnſcription to Chritf 7 Body i in Blau, 
ſo as to exclude the poſſibility of its being upon Earth. 

2. That they deny any ſuch thing, as the ſupernatural Exiſtence 1. a 
Body after the manner of a Spirit. 

P. What do you mean? 12 am ain tired alreddy : z and now you are 
turning up the other Glaſs. 


Pr. Since you will be dabling in theſe Controverſies, you "a ade = 


think to eſcape fo eaſily. I have been not a little offended at the In- 
ſolence of ſome late Pamphlets upon this Argument; and now I come 


to cloſe Reaſoning, you would fain be gone. 


P. J am in a little haſte at preſent; 1 pray come quickly to | the 


Point. 
Pr. As ſoon as: you Maas. What think you, if a Man ow: ſhould 
Nam bring an Argument to prove a matter of Faith from hence, That Chrift's 
8 Boch could not he in Heaven and Earth at once, would this argument 


non erat u. hold good? Let thus Vigilius Tapſitanus argues againſt thoſe who de- 


lb pr cm nied two Natures in Chrilt; for, faith he, The Body of. Chriſt, oben it 


quia inCce. #248 on Earth, was not in Heaven : „ and nom it i in Heaven, it is not 
lo eſt, non pon Earth; and it is ſo far from being ſo, - that we expect. bim to: come 


eſt ubiq; i in 


era, &! From e in his Fleſh, whom we believe to be no of Chi on Earth by 


tanrum his Divinity. How can this hold; if * Bady Chriſt can be in 


* Heaven and Earth at the ſame time 15 n 


ipſam (Carnem) Chriſtum ſpectemus eſſe venturum: de 8 quem dean verbum poten Sh credims 
in terra, Cont. Eutyeh. . 4. u. 14. 


p. He ſpeaks this of the, Natural Preſence of Chriſt J Body, and. dot 


of the Sacramental. . 
Pr. The Argument! is not an from the manner. of che Preſence, 
but from the Nacure of a Body, that it could not be in Heaven and 
Fr ubi. Earth at the fame time, And fo St. Auguſtin ſaid, That Chriſt was eve- 
que rom ry Where preſent as God; but confined to 4 certain | Place in n ac- 
N ſentem cali! to the Meaſure of bis true Body. 


eſſe non du- 
bites tanquam Deum & in loco aliquo Cecli err veri Corporis modem. Ad Dardan. * 


P. This is only to diſt ove the Ubiquity of Chriſt's Bodys and * 
his 228 in ſeveral places at the, ſame time. 

hen yeu yield it to be e to the Nature of a * to be 

mo V hire fegen. ; _e r vr 
P = hat if dere b be; as great : a  repugnan from St. A n 

N 7. ut W 1 « UP Ujll 

rgument, for a Bo 5 be preſent in 8 mc once LE tg 

. I fee? no ſuch t It 

Pr. No No ? His Ar W 18 from the Confinement of a true Body to a 


certain, place. And if it be in id places at once, it is as far from be- 


ing confined, as if it took upjall places. And there are ſome greater 
Dithcultes as to a Body's being 4 di Jant from. ir ſelf, than in DAY, its 


Ubiquity. 
75 perceive you are indnedo be a Lutheran 
v. Fr. No 


had an Opinion like yours as to the Body of Chriſt, they would have a 


— I — ws mA. omni 


* 


Pr. I. "and Tranſubftanration hmpared. 


1 


1 
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Pr. No ſuch matter; For I think the Egenthl Properties.of TI 
and Infinite Being are incommunicable to each other, and [ look on Ubi-: 
quit as one of them. 


Then the ſame Argument will not hold as to e in fue 


| places, for this is no Infinite Perfectioaꝶn. 


Pr. You run from one Argument to another. For theſe e are two. di- 
ſtinct ways of arguing; and the Argument from the Repugnaney of it 
to the Nature of a Body, doth as well hold againſt Viquity, as that it 
is a Divine Perfection. And St. Auguſtin in that excellent Epiſtle doth 
argue from the Eſſential Properties and Dimenſions of Bodies, and the 
difference of the Preſence of a Spirit, and 4 Body. I pray re id and on- 
ſider that Epiſtle, and you will think it e r W. e ſhould: e 
believe Tranſub/tantiation. : hos 

P. St. Auguſtin was a great Diſputant; pn ſucht un wont while they „i be 

are eager upon one Point, to forget another. But St. Auguſtin. 1. Oe 
where doth aſſert the Preſence of C Dbriſ real Body in the Sarrament. iT 1 

Pr. Then the plain Conſequence is, that he contradidted himſell. 

P. But he doth not ſpeak of a Scree Preſence. ee eee 

Pr. What again? But St. Auguſtin makes this an effential Kifcrehce 


between a Divine and Corporal Preſence \ that the one doth nat fill places Non e- 


by its Dimenſions as the other doth; 10. that Bodies cannot ve 1 in diſtant u nge. 


raft 
places at once. What think you of this? | POL: MY. * 


bol ſit in tri; 
F. er 


os quam in fibgulis magnitudo, nec Jock is molibus tiene: ut diftantibus ſpatiis fi mul cl non poſſint. Ad 


P. I pray go on. 

Pr. What think you of the Manic | n 
Chriſt was in the Sun and Moon when, he fe 2 et on 
this poſſible or not? | : 

P. What would you draw JI hence? 1 
Pr. Nothing more, but that St. 4g alprwrel it, becauſe: be nn 
Body could not be at the ſame time in the Sun and Moon, pets upon preſen- 


„who 44 bat 
" the ws ? Mas: 


Earth f Wn rerd 
pora em 
P. As to the ordinary courſe of Nature, St. Auguſlin's Argument holds, ſimul & in 
but not as to the Miraculous Power of God. 2 
Pr. There is a difference between the ordinary Courſe of Nature, and Cruceeifs 
the unchangeable order of Nature, : von poſſet. 
C. Fauſt. J. 

P. Let me hear this again; for it is new Doctrine to us. 5 


Pr. That's ſtrange ! Thoſe things are by the ordinary Courſe of Na- 
ture, which cannot be changed but by Divine Power; but imply no 
Repugnancy for God to alter that Courſe ; but thoſe are by the un- 
changeable Order of Nature, which cannot be done without overthrow- 
ing the very Nature of the things; and ſuch things are impoſlible in 
themſelves, and therefore God himſelf cannot do them. 

P. It ſeems then you ſet Bounds to God's Onmipotency, 

Pr. Doth not the Scripture ſay, there are ſome things impoſſible for 
God to do? 

Les; ſuch as are repugnant to his own Perfections; as it is in- 
poſſible for God to He. 

Pr. But are there no other things impoſſible to be done? What think 
you of making the time paſt not to be paſt? 

5 Thar 1s impofiible 1 in it felt. 


Bppp 2 SED Pr. But 
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602 . The Doctrine of the Trinity, Parr I. 
Pr. But is it not impoſſible for the ſame Body to be in two different 
tim las N | e 
P. Yes. 


Pr. Why not then in two or more different Places; ſince a Body is as 
certainly confined, as to Place, as it is to Time? 8 
P. You are run now into the Point of Reaſon, when we were upon 
St. Auguſtin's Teſtimony. CCC 00 
Pr. But I ſay, St. Auguſtin went upon this ground, that it was repug- 
nant. to the Nature of a Body to be in more places than one at the fame 
time. And ſo likewiſe Caffian proves, That when Chriſt was upon Earth 


xt cum in be could not be in Heaven, but in regard of his Divinity. Is there not 
Terra lo- the ſame Repugnancy for 2 Body in Heaven to be upon Earth, as for 4 


Cœlo utiq; Body upon Earth to be in Heaven? 8. . 
niſi per p. eſe are new Queſtions, which I have not met with in our Writers, 
— 4 and therefore I ſhall take time to anſwer them. But all theſe Teſtimo- 
hon poſſic. nies proceed upon a Body conſidered under the Nature of a Body; but 
3 : in the Sacrament we conſider Chriſt's Body as preſent after the manner of 

n . 
Pr. That was the next thing I promiſed to prove from the Fathers, 


that they knew of no ſuch thing, and therefore could not believe your 


Doctrine. Have you obſerved what the Fathers ſay about the difference 
of Body and Spirit? | Rr tae 

P. Not I; but I have read our Authors, who produce them for our 
Doctrine. 50 . e 

Pr. That is the perpetual fault of your Writers, to attend more to 
the ſound of their Words, than to the force of their Reaſonings. They 
bring places out of Pꝙular Diſcourſes intended to heighten the Peoples 
Devotion, and never compare them with thoſe Principles which they aſ- 
ſert, when they come to Reaſoning ; which would plainly ſhew their 
other Expreſſions are to be underſtood in a Myſtical and Figurative 


Senſe. But I pray tell me, do you think the Fathers had no diſtin& No- 


tion of a Body and Spirit, and the Eſſential Properties of both? 
P. Yes doubtleſs. | | 
Pr. Suppoſe-then they made thoſe to lye in ſuch things as are incon- 


— 


ſiſtent with the Preſe _—_ Body in the Sacrament after the man- 
ner of a Spirit : do you think then they could hold it to be ſo preſent? 
And if they did not, they could not believe Tranſubſt antiation. 

£ Yay um, © "ERC; . 

Pr. What think you then of St. Auguſtin, who makes it impoſſible 
for a Body to be without its Dimenſions and Extenſion of Parts? But 


you aſſert a Body may be without them; or elſe it cannot be after the 


manner of Spirit, as you ſay it is in the Sacrament. 
P. I pray ſhew that St. Auguſtin made it inconſiſtent with the Nature 
of a Body to be otherwiſe. 5 | 
Pr. He faith, That all Bodies bow. groſs or ſubtle ſoever they be, can 
sive iſta never be all every where (i. e. cannot be indiviſibly preſent after the 


7e labil manner of a Spirit ) but muſt be extended according to their ſeveral Parts, 


ra, ſedra- and whether great or little, muſt take 6 ſpace, and ſo fill the Place, that 


men Cor. it cannot be all in any one Part. Is this poſſible to be reconciled with 
pora, quo- 


rum nul. Your Notion of a Body being preſent after the manner of a Spirit? 
lum poreſt WES 
efle ubique totum, quoniam per innumerabiles partes aliud alibi habeat neceſſe eſt. Er quantumcumq; fit Cor- 


pus, ſeu qi anrulumcunque corpuſeulum, loci occupet ſpatium, eundemque locum fic implear, ut in pulla cjus palce 


fi: totum. Ad Voluſian. 


3 * b P. To 


4 
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and Tranſubſtantiation, compared.  " 603 


P. To be preſent after the manner of a Spirit, is with us, to be & © 
reſent, as not to be extended, and to he whole in every part. 
Pr. But this St. Auſtin ſaith, no Body can be; and not only there but 


+ 


elſewhere he faith, Take away Dimenſions from Bodies, and they are no ö i 


longer Bodies. And that a greater part takes away greater ſpace, and a Quanquam | 
leſs and muſt be always leſs in the part than in th ... 
leſſer a ſs, an muſt be always leſs in t e part than in the 1 mas Corpo: 
| | * | VVV SSI 

um mea opino elt, neq; ſentri,poſſunt, neque omnino Corpora eſſe ret2 exiſlimareni. De Quant, Amin, 
C. 4» n ns 1 f AS! ; MAAC to rg, | _ 
Quod per loci ſpatium aliqua longitudine, latitudine, altitudine ita ſiſtitur vel moverur, ut majore ſui parte 
majorem locum occupet, & breviore breviorem, minuſq; fir in parte quam in toto. Ad HRieron. Ep. 1666. 


P. But he ſpeaks of Extenſion in it ſelf, and not with reſpect to 


” 


* 


A 


Pr. That is of Extenſion that is not extended; for if it be, it muſt 
have reſpe& to Place; but nothing can be plainer, than that St. Augu- | 
ſtin doth ſpeak with reſpect to Place. And he elſewhere ſaith, That eve- yn on. 
y Body muſt haue Place, and be extended in it. 8 ante poteſt 
quod Corpus, five Celeſte, ſive Terreſtre, fire Aereum, five humidum, quod non minus fir in parte quam in 
toto, neque ullo modo — in loco hujus partis ſimul habere aliam partem, ſed aliud hic aliud alibi habens per quæ- 
liver ſpatia locorum diſtantia & dividua, vel potius ut ita dicam, ſectili more diſtenditur. C. Epiſt. Manich. c. 16. 

Omne Corpus locale eſt, & omne locale Corpus eſt. 63. Queſt, c. 33. 3 | 
Corpus quodliber per localia ſpatia porrectum eſt, 83. Cuæſt. c. 31. 


P. But he doth not ſpeak this of the Sacrament. _ 


* 


Pr. But he ſpeaks it of all Bodies whereſoever preſent, and he doth 
had believed as you do concerning it. : 
P. St. Auguſtin might have particular Opinions in this, as he had in 
other things. 805 C : GO 
Pr. So far from it, that I ſhall make it appear, that this was the ge- 
neral Senſe of the Fathers. St. Gregory Nazianzen ſaith, That the Na- 
ture of Bodies requires, that they haue Figure and Shape, and may be 
touched, and ſeen, and circumſcribed. St. Cyril of Alexandria ſaith, That rat. 34. 
if God himſelf were a Body, be muſt be liable to the Properties of Bodies, eG 
and be muſt be in a place, as Bodies are. And all thoſe Fathers, who al 2. de 
prove, that God cannot be a Body, do it from ſuch Arguments as ſhew, Trin. 
that they knew nothing of a Body's Being after the manner of a Spirit: 
For then the force of their Arguments is loſt,” which are taken from the 
Eſſential Properties of a Body, ſuch as Extenſion, Diviſibility, and Cir- 
cumſcription. But if a Body may be without theſe, then God oy be 2 
Body after the manner of a Spirit; and ſo the Spirituality of tlie Divine 
Nature will be taken away. 5 | 
P. I never heard theſe Arguments before, and muſt take ſome time to 
conſider. | | F | OE 
Pr. The ſooner the better; and I am ſure if you do, you will repent 
being a New Convert. But I have yet ſomething to add to this Argu- 
ment; viz. That thoſe who have ſtated the Difference between Body 
and Spirit, have made Extenſion, and taking up a place, and Diviſibility, PE TO 
neceſſary to the very Being of a Body; and that what is not circumſcribed, mer. de 
is incorporeal. e 8 
P. Methinks your Arguments run out to a great length. I pray, c. 5. 17, 
bring them into a leſs Compaſs. | | 1 18. l. 3. 
Pr. I proceed to a Third Argument from the Fathers, which will not“ “ 
take up much time; and that is, That the Fathers knew nothing of the 
Subſiſtence of Accidents without their Subſtance, without which Tranſub- 
ſlantiat ion cannot be maintained: And therefore in the Roman — 4 
| t 


not except the Sacrament, which he would certainly have done, if he 
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the poſibility of Accidents ſubſiting without their Suljefs, is defended, 


3 lived in the Second Century, affirms it 20 be of the Eſſenc 2 of Accidents 
vangel. I. 7.29 be in their Subſtance, St. Baſil faith, Nature doth not bear a diſtinction 


Ball. Epiſt. between Body and Figure, altho' Reaſon makes one. 1 
43. Tſidore Peluſiota, faith, That Quality cannot be without Subſtance. 


_— Gregory Nyſſen, That Figure cannot be without Body, and that a Bo Sn * 


Ep. 72. cannot be conceived without Qualities : And that if we take away Colouy, 
Greg. Nyſ- and Quantity, and Reſiſtance, the whole Nation of a Body is deſiray d. 
— Take away Space from Bodies, faith St. Auguſtin, and they can be ng 
p. 13. here; and if they can be no where, they cannot be. And fo he ſaith, 
Opißeia. if we take away Bodies from their Qualities, And in plain terms, That 
c. 24 no Qualities, as Colours, or Form, can remain without their Subject. 
And that no Accidents can be without their Subject, is in general af. 


num cont. firmed by Iſdore Hiſpalenſis, Boethius, Damaſcen, and others, who give 


Julian. I. 5. an Account of the Philoſophy of the Ancients. DR" 
14d. on · P. All this proceeds upon the old Philoſophy of Accidents 5: What if 


gin. 1.2. there be none at all? 
C. 2 „Bo- ö 


eth. de Pr. What then makes the ſame Impreſſion on our Senſes when the Sub- 


Pradic. ſtance is gone, as when it was there? Is there a perpetual Miracle to de- 


1 ceive our Senſes? But it is impoſſible to maintain Tranſubſtantiation, as 


Alcun. it is defined in the Church of Rome, without Accidents : They may 
pial c. 5, hold ſome other Doctrine in the place of it, but they cannot hold that. 


And that other Doctrine will be as impoſſible to be underſtood. For if 


once we ſuppoſe the Body of Chriſt to be in the Sacrament, in place of 
the Subſtance of the Bread, which appears to our Senſes to be Bread 
{till : Then fuppoſe there be no Accidents, the Body of a Man muſt 
make the ſame Impreſſion on our Senſes, which the Subſtance of Bread 
doth, which 1s ſo horrible an Abfurdity, that the Philoſophy of Accidents 
cannot imply any greater than it. So that the New Tranſubſtantiators 
had as good return to the Old Mumpſimns of Accidents. 

P. I ſuppoſe you have now done with this Argument. 

Pr. No: I have ſomething farther to ſay about it, which is, that 
the Fathers do not only aſſert, That Accidents cannot be without their 


Subject, but they confute Hereticks on that Suppoſition ; which ſhew'd 


their aſſurance of the Truth of it. | 
ſren. 1.2. Trenæus overthrows the Valentinian Conjugations, becauſe Truth can no 
c. 14 more be without a Subject, than Water without Moiſture, or Fire without 


Heat, or a Stone without Hardneſs ;, which are ſo joined together, that 
they cannot be ſeparated. 


5 . of a Body without the Subſtance, becauſe the Shape and the Body can- 


not be ſeparated from each other. : 
wt St. Auguſtin proves the Immortality of the Soul from hence, becauſe 
Immort. mere Accidents can never be ſeparated from the Body, ſo as the mind is by 
anm.c%: abſtracrion. And in another place he aſſerts it to be a monſtrous abſurd 
3 4 13. Doctrine, to ſuppoſe that, whoſe Nature is to be in a Suliject, to be capable 
5 of ſubſiſling without it. bs pies 
De Such Claudianus Mamertus proves, That the Soul could not be in the Body 
Anim. . 3. as its Sußject; for then it could not ſubſilt when the Body is deſtroy'd. 
#2 P. 1 hope you have now done with this Third Argument. 
Pr. Les; and I ſhall wait your own time for an Anſwer. I go on to 
a Fourth: And that is from the Evidence of Senſe aſſerted and allowed 
by the Fathers, with reſpe& to the Body of Chrif # P. 1 


I Poier of the Trinity, FA 1, 


Apud Eu- But on the contrary, Maximts, one of the eldeſt of the Fathers, who 


Apud. Met hodius confutes Origen's Fancy about the Soul having the Shape 
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bare; „ 
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p. 1 ated this habe now. For, as the Author of the Soul 
Sheet obſerves : This 4x the Cock- Argument of one of the Lights of pour 


Church; andit fot far reſembles the Light, that like it, it makes 1 2 e 


em, but go to graſp it, and you find not hing in your bind. 
p Pr. Then 15 bn dur Senſes Are nero 12 

P. Not as to Trenſabſtamiarion: for he believes" ms if bis TY 
than we do : for bis Eyes tell him there is the Colour of Bread, and be 
afſents to them; bis Tongue, that it bas the Taſte bf Bread, and he agrees 
to it. and ſo for bis Spelle and Feeling : But then he hath 2 notable 
fetch in his Concluſion : viz. That bis Eats tell him from the Words 


polen by Chriſt himſelf, that it is the Body of Chriſt, and he believes theſe 


10. Is not here one Senſe more than you Jelitve and Jet Jou would per- 
ſuade ther World, that ive do not believe our Senſes, 120 
Pr. This is admirable ſtuff; but it muſt be tenderly dealt N 2h Fe or, 

I pray, what doth he mean when he faith, be believes from Chriſt's own 


words, that it is the Body of Cbriſt? what is this I? Is it the Accidents + 


he ſpeaks of before? Aſt thoſe Accidents then rhe Body of Cbrift © ]s it 
the Snbſtance Brend? But that is not diſcerned by the Senſes, he faith, 


and if It were, will he fay, that the ſubſtance of Bread is the Body 3 
Chriſt? if neither of theſe, then his believing Ii is, the Body of Crit, N 


ſignifies nothing, for there can be no ſenſe of it. 


P. However, he ſhews, That we who believe deten . 7h FL & i 
r we believe all od? Fe 


not xa our Senſes," as you co ' reproach us; 
that our Senſes repreſent to us; which is only the outward appearance: 

For, as he well obſerves, if your Eyes ſee the ſubſtance. of. things, they, 
are mo#t extraordinary ones, and better than ours, For our parts, te ſee 


no farther than the Colour or Figure, Nez of Things, which are only Acci- Y; 


dents, and the entire object 85 Senſ; 
Pr. Is there no difference between 5 e Peter tion of Senſe, and the Ebi: 


dence of Senſe? We grant, that the Perception Fol our Senſes goes no far- 
ther than to the outward ecidents;, but that Perception affords ſuch an 
Evidence by which the Mind doth paſs Judgment upon the thing repre- 


ſented by the outward Senſe. 1 lar tell me, have you any Pd | 
there is fuch a thing as 4 a ance in the world > 1 
P. Les. 
Pr. Whence comes the e y of the Subſtance, finds your = geg, 
cannot difcover it > Do we Ing among nothing bur Accidents Or can 


ve know nothing beyond them? 


P. I grant we may know in general that there ate doch ting as Sul. 
flanees i in the World. 

Pr. But can we not VIP the difference of one + Fe ente from ano- 
ther, by our Senſes? As for inſtance, can we not know a Man da 
a Horſe, or an Elephant from a Mouſe, or a piece of Bread from 
Church? Or do we * know there are uch and ſuch Accidents 1 5 
to every one of theſe; but our Senſes are not ſo extraordinary to diſco- 


ver the Subſtances un r them * I pray anſwer me one Queſtion, Did 


you ever keep Lent ? 
P. What a ſtrange Queſtion i is this? Did Jou not tell x me, > you would 
avoid lmpertinencies? | 
Pr. This is none, I aſſure you. 5 a 
P. Then I anſwer, I think my ſelf obliged to > keep i it. 
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Pr. Then you chought your ſelf Dos to abſtain from n Feb and f to 


eat Fi. 28 
| — — ot, P. What 


* 
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S Poclrine 2 the Trinity, | Part l. 
19 P. What of all that? 
Pr. Was it the Subſtance of * you abſtained how, or only the A- 
cilexes of it? 
P. The Subſtance. | 
Pr. And did you know the difference between the Subſtance of Fleſp 
and F 15 by your 7 * 
P. 1 


. 


WR - Then you have an n extraordinary Tafte, which goes to the very 
Subſtance ? 
But this is off . our buſineſs, which was about the Fathers 
and not our own Fudgment, about the evidence of Senſe. 

Pr. I am ready for you upon that Argument. And I only deſire to 
know whether you think the Evidence of Senſe ſufficient, as to the true 
Body of Chrift, where it is ſuppoſed to be preſent. 

. y no means, for then we could not believe 1 it to be preſent, where 

we cannot perceive it. 
lren. 1.3, Pr. But the Fathers did aſſert the Evidews of Senſe to be ſufficient, as 
7057. to the true Body of Chriſt; fo Irznew, Tertullian, Epiphanius, Hilary, and 


Carne Chri- St. Auguſtin. Iwill produce their Words at length, if you deſire them. 
i, c. 5 


verſ. Marc. I. 4. c. 43. |. 3. c. 8, 11. Epighn hr, 4, * Hilar. in Pſal. 155. Aug c. Fauſt. l. 29. 6.2. l. 1g. 
c. 10. 83 Quæſt. c. 14. Serm. 3 238. 


P. It will be but loft " "le Saen we deny not, as Cardinal Bellar 


12 Euch. * min well ſaith, The Evidence of Senſe to be a — poſs tive Evidence, but 


not a negative, i. e. that it is a Body, which 1s hlndled, and felt, and 
ſeen; but not, that it is no Body which is not. 

Pr. Very well! And I pray then what becomes of your /ingle Sheet 
Man, — ſo confidently denies Senſe to be good pofitive Evidence as to 
a real Body; but only as to the outward appearance? 

P. You miſtake him; for he ſaith, We are to believe our Senſes, . 
bs” are not indiſpeſed, "and no Divine Revelation intervenes, which we 

ieve there doth in this Caſe ; and therefore, unleſs the Fathers {peak 


| o the Sacrament, we have no reaſon to regard their Teſtimonies in 


this matter. But we have ſtronger Evidence againſt you from the Fa- 
thers, for they ſay, we are not to rely on the Evidence of Senſe, as to 
the Sacrament. So St. Cyril, St. Chryſoſtom, and St. Ambroſe. 
Pr. I am glad you of 5 er any thing which deſerves to be conſidered. 
But you have already forgot Belormin s Rule, That Senfe may be a good 
poſitive Evidence, but not a negative, i. e. it may diſcover what is pre- 
Font as a Body, but not what is not, and cannot be fo preſent, viz. the 
inviſible Grace which goes along with it; and as to this the Kader. 
might well ſay, we are not to truft our Senſe. | 
P. This is making an Interpretation for them. 
Pr. No ſuch matter. It is the proper and genuine Senſe of their 
Words, as will appear from hence. 


Cyril My- (l.) They aſſert the wry ſame, as to the Chriſm, and Baptiſm, which 


mag. 3, & they do as to the Bucbariit. 
45 5. 


Garech. 3. 4 That which they lay, our Senſes cannot reach, 1s ſomething of a 
Chryſottin ſpiritual Nature, and not a Body. And here the Caſe i is extremely difte- 
_ * 1 rent from the Judgment of Seuſe, as to a material Subſtance, And if 
4 his qui you pleaſe, I will Fs prove from the Fathers, that that herein 
initiantur, they excluded the Judgment of Senſe in the Euchariſt, was ſomething 


© wholly Spiritual and Inmaterial. 
P, No, 
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P. No, no, we Jane been long enough upon the . unleſs their 
evidence were more certain one way or other. For my part, I believe 


* 


on the account of Divine Revelation in this matter, This is my Bo 4 here 


I ſtick, and the Fathers agreed with us herein, that Chriſt's wörds are 


not to be taken! in a figurative Senſe. 
Pr. The contrary hath been ſo plainly proved! in a late excellent Diſ- 


_ courſe* of Tranſi ubſtantiation, that I wonder none of your Party have 


yet undertaken to anſwer it ; but they write on, as if no ſuch Treatiſe 


had appear'd : I ſhall therefore wave all the Proofs that are there pro- 
duced, till ſome tolerable Anſwer be given to them. 


F. Methinks you have taken a great liberty of talking abour the Fa- 
thers, as tho' they were all on your ſide; but our late Authors aſſure 


us to the contrary, and I hope I may now make uſe of them, to ſhew that 
Tranſubſtantiation was the Faith of the ancient Church. 

Pr. With all my heart, I even long to hear what they can a i in a 
matter, I think, ſo clear on our ſide, 

P. Well, Sir, begin with the Conſenſus Veterum, written by one that 
profeſſed himſelf a Miniſter of the Church of England. 


Pr. Make what you can of him, now you have him, but I will med- 


dle with no perſonal Things: I deſire to hear his Arguments, 


P. What ſay you to R. Selomo, interpreting the 72 Pſal. v. 16. of Ma- Conſenſus 
fers in the days of the Meſſius; to R. Moſes Haddarſan, on Gen. 39. 1, Veterum, 


anl on Pſal. 136. 25. o R. Cahana, on Gen. 49. I. who was long before the! 
Nativity of Chriſt; R. Johai, oz Numb. 28. 2. and to R. Judas, who was 
many years before Chriſt came, 

P. Can you hold your Countenance when you repeat theſe things > 


15 1 22, 


But any thing muſt paſs from a New Convert. What think you of R. Ca- 


hana, and R. Judas, who lived ſo long before our Saviour, when we 
know that the Jews have no Writings preſerved near to our Saviour's 
time, beſides the Bible, and ſome fay the Paraphraſts upon it. I would 
have been glad to have ſeen theſe Teſtimonies taken from their origi- 


nal Authors, and not from Galatinus, who is known to have been a 


notorious Plagiary, as-to the main of his Book, and of little or no credit 
as to the reſt, But it is ridiculous to produce the Teſtimonies of Few- 
2% Rabbins for Tranſi xr pug when it is ſo well known that it is 
one of their greateſt objections againſt-Chriſtianity, as taught in the Ro- 
man Church, as may *q ſeen in Joſeph Albo, and others. But what is 
all this to the Teſtimony of the Chriſtian Fathers? . 

P. Will not you let a Man ſhew a little Fewiſb Learning upon occali: 
on? But if you have a mind to the Fathers, you ſhall have enough of 
them, for I have a large Catalogue of them to produce, from the Con- 
ſen 191 Ve rerum, Nubes Teſtium, and the : ngle Sheet, which generally 


Pr. With Coccius or Bellarmin, you mean; but before you produce 

os pray tell me what you intend to prove by. them? 
e Doctrine of our Churcli. 0 55 aſl 

2 As to what? | 15 
P. What have we been about all ths while ? | 

Pr. Tranſubſtantiation, Will you prove that? 

F. Why do you ſuſpect me before I begin? . 1 

IEG 1 have ſome reaſon for it. Let us tirſt agree what we mean by 

Do you mean the ſame which the Church of. Nane Goth by it, in 

the Council of Trent? 


a . L P. What 
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b. 3. time before the Five General Councils; but by no means to have been 
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P. What can we mean elſe? ee 

Pr. Let us firſt ſee what that is: The Council of Trent declares, That 
the ſame Body of Chrift which is in Heaven, is really, truh and ſubſtanti- 
ally preſent in the Eucharift after Conſecration, under the Species of Bread 
and Wine. And the Roman Catechiſm faith, It is the very Body which 
wwas born of the Virgin, and ſits at the right hand of God. (2.) That _ 
the Bread and Wine after Conſecration, loſe their proper Subſtances, and 


are changed into that very Stbflance of the Body of Cbriſt. And an 


Anatheina is denounced againſt thoſe who affirm the contrary. Now if 
you pleaſe, proceed to your Proofs. 


| Conſenſus P. 1 begin with the antient Liturgies of St. Peter, St. James, and 


vererum, Sp, Matthew. 5 
N Pr. Are you in earneſt? RL * 
P. Why; what is the matter? 8 1 5 
Pr. Do not you know, that theſe are rejected as Juppeſittions, by 
Noueelle your own Writers? And a very late and leatned Dr. of the Sorbon, hath 
Bibliotheq. given full and clear Evidences of it. 
rata P. Suppoſe they are, yet they may be of Antiquity enough, to give ſine 
ques par — Teftimony as to Triilition. Fe Lf 2 
8 r. No ſuch matter: For he proves St. Peter's Liturgy to be later 
n, 1686. 1 | 1 3 8 5 6 | . 1 » | 
than the Sacramentary of St. Gregory ; and ſo can prove nothing for the 
p. 22. firſt 600 years; and the Arhiopick Liturgy, or St. Matthew's, he ſhews 
to be very late. That of St. Fames, he thinks to have been ſome 


. 


St. James's. 5 | ws 
P. What think you of the Acts of St. Andrew, and what he faith 
Conſenſ. therein, about eating the Fleſh of Chritt 8 0 8 
* I think he faith nothing to the purpoſe. But I am aſhamed to 
find one, who hath ſo long been a Miniſter in this Church, ſo extreme- 
- ly ignorant, as to bring theſe for good Ainborities, which are rejected 
with fcorn by all Men of Learning and Inigenuity among you. | 
P. I am afraid you grow angry. e 
Pr. J confeſs, Ignorance and Chnfidencè together, are very provoking 
things, eſpecially when a Man in years pretends to leave our Church 
on fuch pitiful Grounds. eee 9 
P. But he doth produce better Authorities. 
Pr. Tf he doth, they are not to his purpoſe. _ 
P. That muſt be tried: What ſay you to Ignatius? 
his Epiſtless OR i 


Pr. I fee no r 


I hope you allow 


eaſon to the contrary. But what ſaith he? 
Conſenſus P. He faith, That ſome Hereticks then would not receive the Eucharift 
B „and Oblations, W they will not confeſs the Euchuriſt to be the Fleſ 
Nubes Te- Of our Saviour Chriff: And this is produced by both Authors. * 
* Pr. The Perſons Ignatius ſpeaks of, were ſuch as denied Chriſt to 
"1% have any true Body, and therefore did forbear the Eucharift, becauſe it 
was ſaid to be his Body : And in what ever ſenſe it were taken, it fill 
ſuppoſed that which they denied, viz. that he had a true Body: For, if 
it were figuratively underſtood, it was as contrary to their Doctrine, as 
Tertul.c, as if it were literally: For a Figure muſt relate to a real Body, as Ter- 
— tullian argued in this caſe; and Inatius in the ſame Epiſtle, mentions 
the trial Chriſt made of his true Body, by the Senſes of his Diſciples, 
Take bold of me, and handle me, and ſve, for Jam no incorporenl Demon; 
and immediately they touched him, and were convinced: Which * 
5 3 4 5 pen 
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pen'd but a few days after Chriſt had faid, This is my Body; and our 
Saviour gave a Rule for judging a true Body, from an appearance, or 
ſpiritual Subſtance ; A Spirit hath not Fleſo and Bones, as ye ſee me have. 
Therefore it is very improbable that Ignatius ſo ſoon after, ſhould aſſert 
that Chriſt's true and real Body was in the Euchariſt; where it could 
be neither ſeen nor felt: For then he muſt overthrow the force of his 
former Argument. And to what purpoſe did Chriſt ſay, That a Spirit 


had not Fleſh and Bones, as they ſaw him to have; if a Body of Chriſt 


might be ſo much after the manner of 4 Spirit, as tho? it had Fleſh and 
Bones, yet they could not poſſibly be diſcerned ? But, after all, ſuppoſe 
Ienatius doth ſpeak of the ſubſtance of Chriſt's Fleſh, as preſent in the 
Zucharift; yet he ſaith not a word of the changing of the ſubſtance of 


＋— 


the Bread into the ſubſtance of Chrifts Body, which was the thing to be 


proved. | BN | 
P. But Fuſtin Martyr doth ſpeak of the change, and his words are 
produced by all three; and they are thus rendred in the ſingle Sheet: 


For we do not receive this as common Bread, or common Drink, but as by apol. 2 


the Word of God, Feſus Chriſt our Redeemer being made Man, had both 
Fleſh and Blood fer our Salvation; ſo alſo, we are taught that this Food, 
2285 our Blood and Fleſh are by a change nouriſhed, being conſecrated 
'y 


the power of the Word, is the Fleſh and Blood of Feſus Chrift incarnate c 


What ſay you to this? | 

Pr.] defire you to conſider theſe things: (1.) That Fuſtin Martyr doth 
not ſay, That the Bread and Wine are by Conſecration changed into the 
individual Fleſh and Blood, in which Chriſt was incarnate ;, but that, as 


by the power of the Word, Chrift once had a Body in the Womb of the Vir- 


gin; ſo by the power of the ſame Word, upon Conſecration, the Bread and 
Wine do become the Fleſh and Blood of Chrift incarnate ;, ſo that he muſt 


mean a parallel, and not the ſame individual Body, i. e. that as the Bod 


in the Vomb became the Body of Chrift by the power of the Holy Spirit, ſo 
the Holy Spirit after Conſecration, makes the Elements to become the 
Fleſh and Blood of Chriſt, not by an Hypoſtatical Union, but by Divine 


Influence, as the Church is the Body of Chrift : And this was the true No- 


tion of the ancient Church, as to this matter, and the Expreſſions in 
the Greek Liturgies to this day confirm the ſame. (2.) He doth not 


for he mentions the nouriſhment of our Bodies by it; but he affirms, that 
notwithſtanding their ſubſtance remain, yet the Divine Spirit of Chriſt, 


by its operation, doth make them become bis Body : For we muſt obſerve, 


that he attributes the Body in che Womb, and on the Altar, to the ſame 


in the leaſt imply that the Elements by this change do loſe their ſulſtance; 


ady©-, or Divine Word; for he did not think Hypoſtatical Union neceſ- 


fary, to make the Elements become the Body of Chrift, but a Divine 
Energy was ſufficient, as the Bodies aſſumed by Angels are their Bodies, 
tho? there be no ſuch vital Union, as there is between the Soul and Body 
of a Man. | | | | 


P. I go on to Irenens, from whom two places are produced, one by 
the Conſenſus Veterum, where he faith, That which is Bread from the p 


3ts 


Earth, perceiving the call of God, now is not common Bread, but the Eu- Iren. l. 4, 


chariſt, conſiſting F two things, one Earthly, and the other Spiritual, 
wi HS 4 Then 210 is an Earthly, as well as a Spiritual thing 
in the Euchariſt, i. e. a Bodily Subſtance, and Divine Grace, 
P. No; he faith, The Earthly is the Accidents, 
Pr. Doth Ireneus lay lo? 


c. 34. 
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oy P. No, but he means fo. | 


ag 
P. There is not 2 word to that purpoſe in Ireneus, and therefore this m 
is downright prevarication: I grant Irenæus doth ſuppoſe a change made m 
by Divine Grace; but not by deſtroying the Elements, but by fuper-adding 2 
Divine Grace to them, and ſo the Bread becomes the Body of Chriſt, and of 
the Wine his Blood. : Fo | 
nen. 1. 3. P. The other place in Tenæus is, where he faith, That as the Brea fi 
c. 11. receiving the Word of God, is made the que which is the Body and 
Blood of Chriſt, ſo alſo our Bodies being nouriſhed by it, and laid in the tl 
Earth, and there diſſolved, will ariſe at their time, &c. 1 85 5 
Pr, What do you prove from this place? > NY 
P. That the ſome Divine Power-is ſeen in making the Eucharift the 9 
Body and Blood of Chriſt, which is to be in the Reſurrection of the Boch. | 
Pr. But doth this prove, that the Subſtance of the Bread is changed 1 
into the Subſtance of Cbriſtæ Body? Ot: t 
P. Why not? 3 3 . 
Pr. L will give you a plain Argument againſt it; for he ſaith, Our 2 
Bodies are nouriſhed by the Body and Blood of Chrift. Do you think that * 
Irenæus believed the ſubſtance of Chriſts Body was turned into the ſub- t 
ſtance of our Bodies, in order to their nouriſhment? No; he explained . 
himſelf juſt before in the ſame place; De Calice qui eft ſanguis ens, mi- j 
tritur; & de pane qui eff corpus ejus, augetur : So that he attributes the : 
nouriſhment to the Bread and Wine, and therefore muſt ſuppoſe rhe ſub- 


ſtance of them to remain, ſince it is impoſſible a ſub/lantial nouriſhment 
ſhould be made by mere Accidems. And withal, obſerve, he ſanh ex 
preſly, That the Bread is the Body of Chrift which your beſt Writers, 
(ſuch as Bellarmin, Suarez, and Vaſquez) ſay, is inconſiſtent with Tran- 
ſubſtantiation. 5 
P. My next Author is Tertullian, who is produced by the Conſenſus 
Veterum, and the ſingle Sheet, but omitted by the Nubes Teflium; but 
the other proves, That Bread which was the Figure of Chriſt's Body in 
the Old Teſtament, now in the New, is changed into the real and true Bo- 
dy of Chriit. | | „ 
Pr. This is a bold attempt upon Tertullian, to prove, that by the Fi- 
con. Mar- gure of Cbriſts Body, he means his true and real Body : For his words 
cion, 1 are, Acceptum panem G. diſtributum Diſcipulis Corpus illum fuum foci, 
"= oc elt is meum dicendo, id eſt, Figura Corporis mei. He took the 
bread, and gave it to his Diſciples, and made it his Body, ſaying, This is 
my Body, i. e. this is the Figure of my Body, How can thoſe men want 
Proofs, that can draw Tranſubſiantiation from theſe words, which are fo 
plain againſt 1? | | 
P. You are miſtaken; Tertullian by Figure meant, it was a Figure in 
the Old Feftament, but it was now his real Body. 1 
Pr. Lou put very odd Figures upon Tertullian J appeal to any rea- 
fonable man, whether by the latter words he doth not explain the for- 
mer? For he puts the ſenſe upon Corpus meum, by adding dicendo to 
them, i. e. This is the meaning of that ſpeech, when he calleth the Bread 


bis Body. | 225 
Pe. Doth not Tertullian ſay, That it had not been the Figure, unleſs it 
bad been the Truth 2 ON. I ae 


Pr. This is again perverting his words, which are, Figuratum non 
Fuiſſet niſi veritatis eſſet Corpus, i. e. there had been no place for a Fi- 
gure of Chriſt's Body, unleſs Chrift had a true Body : For he was proving 

| 3 againſt 
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| ments he produces this from the Figure of 


fes feeds on the body and blood of Chriſt, that the 


Al _— — un, K  — —T_ 


againſt Marcion, that Cbriſt had a true Bod ; and among other * 

2 Body, which he not only 
mentions here, but in other 1 4 he ſaith, That Cbriſt gabe Con. Mar- 
che Figure of bis Body to the Bread; which cannot relate to any Figure _ AG. 
of the Old Teſtament, Saks 

P. But doth not Tertullian ſay afterwards, That the Bread was the 
figure of Chriſt's body in the Old Teſtament e 

Pr. What then? "He had two Deſigns againſt Ae; one to probe, 
that Chriſt bad a true body, which he doth here from the figure of his 
body: and the other, that there 1was a Correſpondency of both Flames. : 
and for that purpoſe he ſhews, that the bread in Jeremiah, was the ure 


| of Chriſt's Body. 


P. But the Author of the ſingle Sheet, cites another place of Tertul- De Reſur, 


lian, where he ſaith, that our fleſh feeds on the body and blood of Chriſt, wha 
that our foul may be "filled with God, 


Pr. By the body and blood of Chrift, he means there, the Elements, 
with Divine Grace going along with them; as appears by his deſign, 
which is, to ſhew how the body and ſoul are joyned together in Sacramen- 
tal Rites. The fleſh is waſhed, and the foul 3 is cleanſed; the fleſh is a. 
nointed, and the foul conſecrated}; the fleſh is ſigned, and the ſoul con- 

the fleſh bath hands laid upon it, and ag enligbtnæd; the 
ul may be filled's with 
God. Now unleſs Tertullian meant the Elements, the Parallel doth 
not proceed; for all the reſt are ſpoken of the external Symbols; and fo 
this doth not at all contradi& what he faith elſewhere, no more than the 
Paſſage in the ſecond Book ad Uxorem doth. For there he ſpeaks of 
Chriſt, with reſpect to the inviſible Grace, as he doth here, as to the out- 
ward Symbols, 

P. Clemens Alexandrimu ſaith, That Melchiſedeck gave Bread and Strom. 4: 
Wine i in figure of the Euchariſt. 

Pr. And what then? What is this to Tranſubſtantiation 2 | 

P. Origen faith, When you eat and drink the body and blood of our hom. 5, in 


Lord, then our Lord enters under your roof, &c. - 0110 "Gs 


Pr. Are you ſure that Origen ſaid this? But ſuppoſe he did, muſt he 
enter with his fleſh and bones, and not much rather by a peculiar preſence of 
bis Grace? For is it not Origen who ſo carefully diſtinguiſhes the Typ:- 
cal and Symbolical body of Chriſt, from the Divine Word, and ſo expreſſy 
mentions the ae pare rt of the Elements a Conſecration, which paſs Comment. 
into the Draught, Oc. Is all this meant of the Accidents only > n Manhs, 

P. What ſay you to St. Cyprian de Cana Domini ? | 

Pr. I beg your pardon, Sir; this is now known and acknowledged to 
be a late Author, in compariſon, and cannot come within your 600 
years; and therefore i is not ancient enough to be conſidered. 

P. But in his genuine Writings he ſpeaks of choſe who offer a 2 es 
20 the body and blood of our Lord in the Euchariſl, Lapfis, 

Pr. And I pray what follows? That the ſubſtance of-the Blemings | is Epiſt. 63. 
gone: Where lies the Conſequence? But St. Cyprian ſaith, the bead N 6. 
waz bis body, and the wine is blood : ; therefore their — muſt 
remain. 

P. What ſay you to Euſcbiu Emeſenus 8 * 

Pr. That he is not within our compalsy and withal, that he. is a 
known Counterfeit. | 2 1 


EA. mod... lin. 
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Nubes Te- 


ſtium 


p.120, &. ſlain on the Altar; about touching his Body there, and the Holy Spirit, with 


Conſenſ. 


Vet. p. 34, 
&e, 


Hom. 51. 


in Mat. 
In Heb. 


Hom, 14. 


In Rom. 
Hc m. 8. 
Ad Pop. 
Antioch. 
Hom, 15. 


P. I perceive you are hard to pleaſe ? 
Pr. You ſay very true, as to ſuppoſititions Writers. 
P. I hope you have more Reverence for the Council of Nice. 
Pr. But where doth that ſpeak of Tranſubſtaniiation ? 

P. It calls the Euchariſt the body of 54 4 

Pr. And ſo doth the Church of England; 


— 


therefore tliat holds Tran- 


ſubſtantiation. I pray bring no more ſuch Teſtimonies, which prove no- 


thing but what we hold. 

P. I perceive you have a mind to cut me ſhort. | 

Pr. Not in the leaſt, where you offer any thing to the purpoſe. But 
I pray ſpare thoſe who only affirm, that the Euchariſt is the hody and 
thod of Chriſt after Conſecration. For I acknowledge it was the Lan- 
guage of the Church, eſpecially in the fourth Century, when the Names 
of the Elements were hardly mention'd to the Catechumens; and all the 


Diſcourſes of the Fathers to them, tended to heighten the Devotion and 


Eſteem of the Euchariſt. By which Obſervation you may eaſily under- 
ſtand the meaning of the Eloquent Writers of that Age, who ſpeak with 
ſo much Myſtery and Obſcurity about it. If you have any that go be- 
yond. lofty Expreſſions, and Rhetorical flights, I pray produce them. 

P. I perceive you are afraid of S. Greg. Nazianzen, and S. Baſil, but 
eſpecially S. Chryſo/lom, you fence ſo much beforehand againſt Eloquent 
Pr. As to the other two, there is nothing material alledged by any to 
this purpoſe; but S. Chryſo/tom, I confeſs, doth ſpeak very lofty things 
concerning the Sacrament, in his popular Diſcourſes, but yet nothing 
that doth prove Tranſubſtantiation. _ NV 

P. What think you of his Homilies, 51 and 83. on S. Mat. 46. Ho- 
mily on S. John 24. Homily on 1ſt to the Corinth. the Homilies on Phi- 
logonius and the Croſs ? Are there not ſtrange things in them concern- 
ing the Euchariſt? About eating Chriſt, and ſeeing him lie before them 


an innumerable Hoſt, hovering over what is there propoſed, with much 
more to that purpoſe. 


Pr. You need not to recite more; for I yield that St. Chryſoſlom de- 


lighted in the higheſt flights of his Eloquence, on this Subje&, in his 


Homilies; and he tells for what Reaſon, to excite the Reverence and De- 


votion of the People. But yet himſelf doth afford us a ſufficient Key to 
theſe expreſſions, if we attend to theſe things concerning his manner of 
ſpakings:.:; . 

(I.) That he affirms thoſe things which no fide can allow to be li- 


T Chriſt upon the Altar, which is inconſiſtent with the Doctrine of 


Tran ſu 


ſaid to ſuch expreſſions of S. Chryſoſlom 8 3 55 

Hoebold thou ſeeſt bim, thou toucheſt him, thou eateſt him. TOR 

It is not bis Sacrament only which is offer'd us to touch, but himſelj. 

What if you do not bear his Voice, do you not ſee him lying before ou? 
Behold Chriſt lying before you flaim, © WITS 
Chriſt lies on the holy Table, as a Sacrifice ſlain for us. 

Thou ſweareſt upon the holy Table where Chrift lies ſlain. 

$0, | . When 


2 


3 23 9 


PART I. 5 | and TrinkbNancation compared. ny 


thoſe why deſire it, 


tical Senſe, |» | 
And it is denied by your ſelves, that Chrift is aftually flain up on the 


"io 
(I.) That Fleſh is improperly taken when applied to the Buchaviff, | Hom. in 
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and the by-ſlanders purpled with bis Bl. 
See the Love of Cbriſt; be doth not only ſuffer nue to be ſeen by 


ed in his Fleſh. 

Now thele Expreſſions are on all ides granted to be literally abſurd 
and impoſſible ; and therefore we muſt ſay of him as Be Penne once 
faid of s. Aru Nen Plus dicit ſanctus & minus bult intelligi; We muſt 
make . allowance for ſuch * or you muſt hold a Oxpernai- 


Altar; and therefore you yield thar ſuch Expreſſions are to * fun- 

tively underſtood. | 

(2 2 That he lets fall 1 many things in ſuch Diſcourſes which do give 
o the reſt : As, N 


© When thou ſeeft our Lord 55 on the Table, and the ang + Steed. 


but 15 be touched and eaten, and our Teeth to be fix- In ſch. 


m. 43. 


(20 He calls be Sacrament the Myſtical Body and Blood of Chrift. En 2 


1100 3.) That the eating of Chriſt's Fleſh is not to be e lere, Reſur. 


Pr. Thanks to te Latin Tranflators, "bob the Greek word riod, To. 6. 


as the Criticks obſerve, doth not {nity to deſtroy, but to rene, and pu- 


tify a Subſtance. But I do not rely upo on this; for the plain anſwer 


is, That S.'Chryſo/om doth not there cdeak of the Elenents upon-Conſe- 
cration, but what becomes of them, after they are taken down into - of 
Stomach. St. Ch »yſoftom thought it would leffen the Peoples Reverence, 
and Devotion, if they paſſed irtto tire draught, as Origen affirmed; and 
therefore ke ſtarted another 5 ; viz. That as fr 7s a 
bu in the fire, throws off nd yperfluities," "but # paſſes inuiſcern 
ay 5 fo the Elements; or 155 s, as be calls them, p. pribly 


E the ſubſtance of the Bob und ſo are denne 10 Arup with it. 


Therefore, aith he, 7 rods wird Reverence; not ſuppoſing that you re- 
ceive the divine body from a Man, but as with Tongs of Fi $5 re from the 
Serapbimo: Which the Author of the Conſenſits Veterum tranſlates, but 
Fire "from the Tomgites F Seraphims. S. Chryſoſtom's Words ate, wx % e. ; 
an E Teęapll mh N10 * Geht And the ſenſe is, That che divine 
Both (i. e. The alba after Conſtcrarion, being by the diving Spirit 


Body, or the holy Boch Che) is to be taken, nut wir h of. Mouths, 
which can only receive the Elements, but aſter 2 divine manner, as with 


| made the divine Body, as in St. Chry ſoftom s Liturgy, there is a particular _ 


Prayer for tþz Hol ly Ghoſt to come, , and Jo make the Bread to be the divine E 


Tongs c, five from Serapbimt; by which he exprefſes'the ſpiritual acts of 


Faith and Devotion, as thoft a Sreeablle to that divine Spirit which makes 


the Elements to decome the'boh 22 of Chriſt. But that St. Chryſoſom 


did truly and firmly believe the ance of the Bread to remain aſter 
Conſecration, L have * 9 from his Epiſtle to Ceſarive. 


7. 1 


* 


But ſpiritually. ; : 0. 5. 

(40 He oppoſes Chriſts ſucrimintal Preſence ind veal corporal pre- ome 46 
ſence to each other. Hom. 28. 

(5-) He ſtill * jorts the Comminicants r* bok npwarde towards Wein, 
Heaven, ” 3 Hom. 24. 

And now if you lay theſe things togecher, this Eloquent Father will bob 
not, with all his 5 come near to Tranfiobſtantiatiun. uͤu0om. 22. 
2 . No! In one place he afſerts the ede of Phe Elements ro be OG. 
0 Päeknit. 
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neg Mſſen. Tet you hard. What ſay you then to Gregory Nyſſen, who ſaith, the - 


Cat. Ca- 


tech. 37. 


— — 


P. S let us not £0 backward, having ſo much ground to run 
over ſtill. ' 


Pr. I am content, if you will produce only thoſe who ſpeak of the 


change of Subſtance, and not ſuch as . the Body and Blood 


of Chriit after Conſecration, which I have already told you, was the 
Language of the Church; and therefore all thoſe Teſtimonies are of no 
force in this matter. : | 1 5 | 
P. Then I muſt quit the greateſt part of what remains, as, Optatus, 
Gaudentius, S. Ferom, and others; but I have ſome ſtill left which will 


ſancliſied bread is changed into the body of the word of God? And he 
takes off your Anſwer of a myſtical Body; for he puts the Queſtion, How 
the ſame Body can daily be Jdiſfributed to the faithful throughout the World, 
it remaining whole and entire in it ſelf 2s 

Pr. Gregory Nyſſen was a Man of Fancy, and he ſhewed it in that Ca. 
techetical Diſcourſe : However, Fronto Ducæus thought it a notable place 
to prove Tranſubſtantiation, which I wonder at, if he attended to the 
Deſign of it; which was to ſhew, that as our Bodies, hy eating became 


ſubject to Corruption, ſo by eating they become capable of Immortal i- 


oF „ and this he faith, Muff. be by receiving an immortal Body into our 
Bodies, ſuch as the Body of Chrift was: But then, faith he, how could 


_ that body, which is to remain whole in it ſelf, be diſtributed to all the 


dies do conſiſt of Bread and Wine, which are t 


Faithful over the whole Earth? He anſwers, byaying, That our Bo- 
| 5 err proper Nouriſhment , 
and Chriſt's Body being like ours, that was ſo too; which by the Uni- 
on with the Word of God,, was. changed into a Divine Dignity, But 
what is this to the Euchariſt, you may ſay? He goes on therefore, ſo 1 


believe the ſancliſied Bread, ly the power of the Word of God, to be 


Nubes Te- 
ſtium, 
P · 1 24. 


at, was to prove a real Union between Chuiſt and his People, That 


changed into the Body of God the Word, Not into that Individual Body, 


but after the ſame manner, by a Preſence of the d, or God the Word 
in it; and that this-was his, meaning, doth evidently appear by what 
follows. For, ſaith he, that Body, viz. to which he was Incarnate, was 
ſanctiſied by the Inhabitation of the ., 799 5 in the Hb : theres 
fore, as the Bread was then changed into a Divine Dignity in the Body, ſo 
it is now; and the Bread is changed into the Body of the l., (not of 
Jeſus Chriſt) as it was ſaid by the Word, This is. my Body. And ſo. by 
receiving this Divine Body into our bodies, they are made capable of Immor- 


ality. And this is the true Account of Gregory Nyſſen's meaning, which 


if it prove any thing, proves an Impanation, rather than Tranſubſtan- 


tation. 


P. But Hilary's Teſtimony cannot be ſo avoided; who ſaith, That we 
as truly eat Chriſt's Fleſh in the Sacrament, as he was truly Incarnate; 
and 4 we are to judge of this, not by carnal Reaſon, but by the Words 
of Conf, who ſaid, . Fleſh is meat indeed, and my Blood is drink 
indeed, | 8.9 Ie Res 


* . 


Pr. I do not deny this to be Hilary's ſenſe. But yet this proves no- 


thing like to Tranſubſtantiation. For it amounts to no more than a Real 


Preſence of the Body of. Chriſt in the Sacrament; and you can make no 

Argument from hence, unleſs you can prove that the Body of Chriſt 

cannot be preſent, unleſs the Subſtance of the Bread be deſtroy d, which 

is more than can be done, or than Hilary imagined. All that he ww 
CH. 

as 
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of thoſe words of our Saviour, My Fleſb is. meat indeed; &c. But the 
ſubſtantial! Change of the Bread into the Subſtance of Chriſt's Body, 
ſignifies nothing to his purpoſe; and: Bellanmin never fo much as men- 


tions Hilary in his proofs of Tranſubſtantiation, hut only for the real 


Preſence. But I muſt add ſomething more, vis. that Hilary was one of 
the firſt who drew any Argument from the literal Senſe of Jobn 6. I do 


not ſay, who did by way of Accommodation, apply them to the Sacra- 
mene, which others might do before him. But yet, there are ſome of 


the eldeſt Fathers, who do wholly exclude a literal Senſe, as Tertullian Tettul. de 


look'd on it, As an abſurdity that Chriſt' ſbauld be thought truly to give 
bis. Fleſb to eat. Quaſi vere carnem ſuam illis edendam — 


Rear. 
carn. c. 37. 
et. Orig. hom. 


And Origen. ſaith, It is a. killing Letter, if thoſe Morde be literally um- 7. in Levi 


derſtood. But this is to run into another debate, whertas our Buſineſs 
is about Tranſubſtantiation. If you have ay more, let us now ur 


their Teſtimonies. 


P. What ſay you then to St. Ambroſe, who ſpeaks home to the Buſi- Ambroſ.de 
neſs, for he makes the Change to be above Nature, and into the Body of (5.9% inr 


Chriſt, born of the Virgin? There are long Citations out of him, but in 
theſe words lies the whole ſtrength of them. 8 

Pr. I anſwer, ſeveral things for clearing of his meaning, (i.) That 
St. Ambroſe doth parallel the Change in the Euchariſt, with that in Bap- 
tiſm;, and to prove Regeneration therein, he argues from the miraculous 


ſuppoſes the Subſtance of the Water to be taken away; and therefore it 


cannot hold as to the other, from the Supernatural Change, which may 
be only with reſpect to ſuch a Divine Influence, which it had not before 


Conſecration. (2.) He doth purpoſely talk obſcurely and myſtically 


about this matter, as the Fathers were wont to do to thoſe, who were 


to be admitted to theſe Myſteries. Sometimes one would think he 


meant that the Elements are changed into Chriſt's Individual Body born 
EF the Virgin : and yet preſently after, he diſtinguiſhes between the true 

leſb of *Chriſt, which was crucified and buried, and the Sacrament of his 
Fleſh. If this were the ſame, what need any diſtinction? And that 


this Sacramentuni Carnis, is meant of the Euchariſt, is plain by what 


follows; for he cites Chriſt's words, This is my Body. 2 e beſt 
explains his own meaning, when he faith not long after, That the body 
of Chriſt in the Sacrament, is a Spiritual body, or a body produced by the 

ivine Spirit; and ſo 8 it with that ſpiritual Food, which the 
Iſraelites did eat in the Wilderneſs : And no man will ſay, that the Sub- 
ſtance of the Manna was then loſt. And fince your Authors make the 


tiantur, c. 9. 


c. 4: 


ſame St. Ambroſe, to have written the Book De Sacramontis, łhete . is à De Sacrani 


notable paſſage therein, which helps to explain wt) for there he ſaith l.;. © 4. 


expreſly, Non iſte Panis eft qui vadit in Corpus, ſed ille Panis Vitae Eterne 
qui anime noſtre Subſtantiam fulcit, It is not the Bread which paſſes into 
the Body, but the Bread of Eternal Life, which ſtrengthens the Subſtance 
of our Soul, Where he not only calls it Bread after Conſecration, which 


goes to our Nouriſhment ;, but he diſtinguiſhes it from the Bread of Eter- 


nal Life, which ſupports the Soul, which muſt be underſtood of Divins 


Grace, and not of any Bodily Subſtance. 
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P. I perceive you will not leave us one Father of the whole number. 

Pr, Not one. And I hope this gives an incomparable Advantage to 
the Doctrine of the Trinity in point of Tradition, above Tranſubſtantia- 
tion when I have not only proved, that the greateſt of the Fathers 
expreſly denied it, but that there is not one in the whole number who 
affirmed it. For altho' there were ſome difference in the way of explain- 
ing how the Euchariſt was the Body and Blood of Chriſt; yet not one 
of them hitherto produced, doth give any countenance to your Doctrine 


of RE ITED which the Council of Trent declared to have been 


the conſtant belief of the Church in all Ages; which is fo far from being 
true, that there 1s as little ground to believe that, as Tranſubſtantiation 
it ſelf. And ſo much as to this Debate, concerning the comparing the 


Doctrine of the Trinity and Tranſubſtantiation, in point of Tradition; if 
you have any thing to ſay farther, as to Scripture and Reaſon, I ſhall be 


ready to give you Satisfaction the next Opportunity. 
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Wherein che Doctrine of the Trinity i is TRY to be apree- 


able to Scripture and Reaſon, and | Lranſubſtantiation 
repugnant to both, wa | 


Pr. 


8 
6G 


| Hope you are now at b to rocked wi a 3 be- 
tween the Doctrine of the Trinity and Ir nde, as 
to Scripture and Reaſon. 

P. Yes, and am reſolved to make good all that I have ſaid, as to 
both thoſe. 

Pr. And if you do, I will yield the Cauſe. 

P. I begin with Scripture, And the whole Diſpute as to both, de- 
pends on this: Whether the Scripture is to be underſtood Literally or 
Figuratively, If Literally, then Tranſubſtantiation ſtands upon equal 
terms with the Trinity; if Figuratively, then the Trinity can no more 
be proved from Scripture, than Tranſupſtantiation. 

Pr. As tho there might not be Reaſon for a figurative Senſe in one 
place, and a literal in another. | 4 

F. It ſeems then, you reſolve it into Reaſon. | | 

Pr. And I pray, into what would you reſolve it? Into no Reaſon 2 

P. Into the Authority of the Church. ä 

Pr. Without any Reaſon. 

PF. No: There may be Reaſon for that Authority, but not for the 
thing which I believe upon it. 

Pr. Then you believe the Doctrine of the Trinity, 8 becauſe 
the Church tells you it is the literal ſenſe of Scripture which you are 
to POE. But ſuppoſe a Man fees no Reaſon for this Authority of 
Rrrr 2 your 


The Doctrine of the Trinity, 5 ; Part 1 


your Church; (as for my part, I do not) have you no Reaſon to con- 
vince ſuch a one that he ought to believe the Trinity? 

P. Not I. For I think Men are Bound to believe as the Church 
Teaches them, and for that Reaſon. : | 

Pr. What is it, I pray, to believe 3 OP: 

P. To believe,” is to give our Aſſent to what My rebeald. 

Pr. And hath God revealed the Doctrine of the Trinity to the 
Church in this Age? © + # 

P. No; it was revealed nga 480. h 

Pr. How doth it appear: | 4 5 

P. By the Scriptuͤre ſenſed by the hr 3 

Pr. But whence come you to 
Senſe of the Scriptures ? ? 6 it flom the Scripture, H not? . 

P. From the Scripture doubtleſs, or elſe we could not believe upon 
the Church's Teſtimony. 

Pr. But ſuppoſe the Queſtiont be, Aout the Senſe of theſe places 
which relate to the Church's Authorir ; Þ hh can, a Man come to the 
cer Senſe of them: 

| Hold little, I ſee whither you are leading Ta „ou would. fan 
draw me into a Snare, and have me fay, I believe the ſenſe of Scrip- 
ture from the e of the Church, and 85 Authority of the 
Church from the ſenſe Scripture. | 

Fr. Do you not fay fo in plain terms? 

P. Give me leave to anſwer for my ſelf, I ſay in — caſe of the 
Church's Authority, 1 believe che nſec of Scupturs Fut relying on 
the Church's Authority. 

Pr, And why.not as well as in any hits Why _ as to the. Trini- 
ty, which to my rinderſtanding, 18 much 2 chere, 4 ha the 
Church's Authority? ing = 

P. That is 8 Is not the Church often ſpoken of in . 2 
Tell the Churob. Upon this Rock will I build my Church, Sc. 

P. But we are not about the Word xg which is no doubt 


7 


\ 
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there, but the Infallible Authority of the Church; and whether that be 


more clear in the Scripture than the Doctrine of the Trinity. 
P. I ſee you have a mind to change your Diſcourſe, and to run off 
from the Trinity to the Church 4 Authority in Matters of F aith; which 
is a beaten Subject. | 

Pr. Your Church doth not tell you Wz and de you may up- 
on your own grounds be deceived ;, and | aſſure you that you are fo; 
for J intended only to ſhew you, that for Points of Faith we muſt ex- 
amine and compare Scripture our elves, and our Faith muſt reſt on Di- 
vine Revelation therein contained. 

P. Then you think the Trinity can be proved from Scripture 2 

Pr. Or elſe I ſhould never believe it. 

P. But thoſe places of Scripture you go upon, may bear a 1 
Senſe, as John 10. 30. I and my Father are one; and 1 John 5. 7. And 
thoſe three are one; and if they do fo, you can never prove the Trini- 
ty from them. 

Pr. I fay therefore, That the Dodrine of the Trinity doth. not de- 
pend merely on theſe places, but on very many others, which help to 
the true ſenſe of theſe; but Tranſubſtantiation depends upon one ſingle 
Expreſſion, This is my Body, which relates to a figurative thing, viz. 
the Sacrament; and which hath other rden, joined with it, which 

are 


”n Bb. Ac © © | yy 


know that the Church is to give the 


sS 5+ oo ama e . 


PAR H. an Tranfubſtantiation, compared. 


are g owned to be fie urative 5 This Cup i is the New Teac in my Blood, 
and which in the EO ſenſe cannot prove Tranſubſtantiation, as your 
own Writers confeſs, and which is diſproved by. thoſe places of 
Scripture, which aſſert the Bread and the Fruit of the Vine to remain 
after Conſecration. x 

P. Shew.. the Literal Senſe 28 to the Trinity to be neceſſary; for 1 
perceive you would fain go off again. 

Pr. Will you promiſe to hold cloſe to the Argument! your ſelf ö 

P. You need not fear me. 


Pr. I pray tell me, Were there 1 not falſe Religions in in the World when J 


Chriſt - came into it to plant the true Religion 
P. Yes ; but how far is this from the baknefs > Th | 
Pr. Have a little Patience; Did not Chriſt deſign by his Dodrine to 
root out thoſe falſe Religions ? T 716670 wa 
F. That js evident from Scripture and Church Hiſtory. . 
Pr. Then Chriſt's Religion and theirs were. inconſiſtent. 
P. And what then? 
Er. e ag this wee lie? 


inſtead of the falle n 


„ %S 


P. Who doubts of that? ys: Ch A a 


Pr. Then it cannot teach the Workipo of a cube God inſtead of Ry 


true One. 

P.A falſe God is. . chat i is. ſet up in oppoſition to the true God, as 
the Gods. of the Heathens were. 

Pr. Is it lawful by the Chriſtian Doctrine to give proper Divine Wor or- 
ſhip to a Creature? 

* 4 * not, for Chriſt ſaid, Thou ſhalt Worſvip the Lord thy God, 


4 bim only ſbalt thou Jeroe Which our Church underſtands of pro- 


per Divine Worſhip. 

Pr. But the Scripture requires proper Divi ine Worſhip to be given to 
Chriſt: - which is to require proper Divine Worſhip to be given to a 
Creature, if Chriſt be not true God by Nature. | 

P. May not God communicate his own Worſhip to him: 

Pr. But God hath ſaid, He will not give his glory to another, Iſa. 42. 9. 


And the Reaſon is conſiderable, which is there given; I am the Lord, 
that is my name; which ſhews that none but the true Jehovah is capa- 


ble of Divine Worſhip: for adoration is due to God only on the ac- 
count of his incommunicable Perfections, and therefore the Reaſon of 
Divine Worſhip cannot reach to any Creature. 


P. Not without God's Will and Pleaſure. But may not God ad- - 


vance a mere Creature to that Dignity, as to require Divine Worſhip to 
be given to him by his fellow creatures ? 
Pr. Wherein lies che nature of that which you call proper Divine 


Worſhip ? 


P. In a due eſteem of God in our Minds, as the firſt Cauſe and laſt 


End of his Creatures, and ſuch Acts as are agreeable thereto. 


Pr, Then proper Divine Worſhip doth ſuppoſe an Eſteem of God 28 


infinitely above his Creatures; and how then is it poſſible for us to give 


the ſame Worſhip to God, and to a Creature? For if the diſtance be 
infinite between God and his Creatures, and we muſt judge of things 


as they are, then we mult in our minds ſuppoſe a Creature to be oy 
nitely 
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7 ddt from God; and if we do ſo, How is it poſſible to give the 


Nature are no Gods, Gal. 4. 8. 


ſame Divine Worſhip in | this ſenſe to God, and to any Creature = 

P. And what now would you infer from hence? 

Pr. Do not you ſee already; vis. that God cannot be fappoſel 4 o 
allow Divine Worſhip to be given to Chriſt, if he were a mere Crea- 
ture; and therefore ſince ſuch Divine Worſhip is required by the Chri- 
ſtian Doctrine it follows, that thoſe expreſſions which {peak of his bent 
One with the Father, cannot be 11 h underſtood. 

P. But where is it, that ſuch Divine Worſhip is required to be given 
to Chriſt in Scripture? For, according to my Principles, the Church is 


to ſet the bounds and meaſures of Divine Worſhip, and to declare what 


Worſhip is due to God; what to Chriſt; what te Saints and Angels; 
what to Men upon Earth; what to Images, Sacratnents, Oc. And if 
we depart from this Rule, I know not where we ſhall fix. 

Pr. J pray tell me, doth the difference —_——— God and His Cree 


tures, depend on the will of the Church? 


P. No. nA 

Pr. Is it then in the Church's Power to give hat to a « Ua 
which belongs only to God? en | vWF 4x 

P. I think not. 225 ie net 


Pr. Who then is to be We what bas to God, and what not? God 
or the Church ? 


P. God himſelf, if he pleaſes. 14 5) 

Pr. Then our buſineſs is to ſearch 1 5 his Will 2 1 Pleaſure i is in 
this matter, by reading the Scriptures, wherein His Will is contained: 
And there we find it expreſſed, That all Men  ſhould- bonour the Son, e- 


ven as they bonour' the Father, John 58. 23. Let all the Angels of God . 


worſbip bim, Heb. 1. 6. Bleſſing, and honour, and glory, and power be 


unto bim that i tteth on the Prong, and to the Lamb for ever and ever, 
Revel. 4. 13. That at the name of Jeſus every knee ſhould bow, of 


things in Heaven, and things in earth, &c. Phil. 2.9, If it were God's 

great deſign, by che Chriſtian Doctrine, to reſtore in the world a due 
ſenſe of the infinite diſtance between God and his Creatures; could any 
thing be more repugnant to it, than in the ſame Doctrine to ad- 
vance 2 creature to a participation of the ſame Divine Honour with 
himſelf ? So that in plain truth, the Idolatry of the world lay only in 
a bad choice of the Creatures they were to worthip, and not in giving 
proper Divine Worſhip to a Creature; for that Chriſtianity it ſelf not 


only allows but requires, on ſuppoſition that Chriſt were God merely - 


by Office, and was originally a Creature, as we are. But I pray ob- 
ſerve the force of the Apoltle's Argument, ſpeaking o the Gentile Ido- 
latry; he faith it lay in this, That they did ſervice unto them, which by 


P. You know, I muſt now perſonate the Anti-Trinitarian : . and he 
anſwers, That by Nature no more is implied, than truly and really, i. e. 
God did not advance thoſe Creatures among the Gentiles to that Worſhip 
and Honour, which he hath done Chriſt. 

Pr. Then you make it lawful by the Goſpel to believe Chriſt to be 
a mere Creature, and at the ſame time to give him Divine Worſhip, 
which 1 him not to be a Creature; and ſo you muſt believe him 
to be a Creature, and not to be a Creature, at the lame time. 

P. How do you make that appear ? 


Pr. Fram 
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"I Pr. From your own words; for you ſay, proper Divine Worſhip lies 
e in a due eſteem of God in our minds, as the firſt Cauſe and laſt End, 
. and in actions agreeable thereto ; then to give Divine Worſhip to God, 

we muſt believe him to be above all Creatures as to his Nature and 


0 Being; and therefore to give Chriſt Divine Worſhip, muſt imply our 

i believing him not to be a Creature, and to be a Creature at the ſame 

8 P. But the meaning of Divine Worſhip here muſt not then relate 
to Acts of the Mind, but to outward Acts of Adoration in the 

n „ „ . en ot TW Ro 

W Pr. Were the Gentiles guilty of Idolatry in that reſpect, or not? 

7 P. Yes z but not thoſe, whom God requires to Worſhip in ſuch 2 

2 manner. J JJC 

J Pr. Then the Sin of Gentile-Jdolatry lay only in legt Divine Wor- 

4 ſhip to a Creature without God's command; which leſſens it to that 


degree, as to make Will-worſhip and Idolatry the fame; and to blame | 
the Apoſtles, for making ſuch a dreadful Sin of it, and diſſuading . 127. 
Chriſtians ſo much from returning to the Practice of it: For they had 23, 2. 


5 the privilege of giving Divine Worſhip to a Creatüre by God's com- „ 
mand, which others were damned for doing without a command; which i Joh. 3. 
' makes the Chriſtian Religion not to appear ſo. reaſonable, as the Anti- 21. 


Trinitarians contend it is. But here are four foul miſtakes .in point of 
Reaſon, which they are guilty of. (1.) In making the Sin of Idola- 


" try ſo Arbitrary a thing; which depends not on the Nature of the Ob- 
g jet which is worſhipped, but on the Will and Pleaſure of God. (2.)In 
g making the Gentiles guilty of a great Sin, merely in wanting a Divine 
; 5 command, which was out of their Power. (3. ) In making the Chriſtian 


Religion to ſet up the Worſhip of a Creature, when its cel was to 
root out Idolatry. (4.) In making a factitious God, or a Creature to 
be advanced to the Throne of God. Which I think is far more con- 
tradictious to Reaſon, than a Trinity of Perſons in the Unity of the 
ſame Nature. For nothing can be more abſurd than to make that to 
de God, which wants all the eſſential Attributes and Perfections of God; 
as every Creature muſt do : Such, as Self-Exiſtence, Eternity, Indepen- 
dency, Immenſity, Omnipotency, &'c. What a Contradiction is it, to 
ſuppoſe a weak, impotent, depending, confined, created God? And 
ſuch every Creature muſt be in its Nature, or elſe it is no Creature, I 
do not at all wonder to find the Socinians after this, to leſſen the natu< 
ral Knowledge of God, and his infinite Perfections, both as to Power 
and Knowledge; for it was their concernment to bring the Notion of 
God as low as poſlible, that a Creature might be in the nearer Capacity 
of being made God. But thoſe who conſider and know what God is, 
and what he muſt be, if he be God, will find far greater difficulty in 
making Man to be God, than in believing God to be made Man. For 
This implies no greater difficulty, than merely as to our Conception, 
how an infinite Being can be ſo united to a finite, as to become one 
Perſon; which implies no repugnancy, but only ſome thing above our 
Capacity to comprehend. And we confeſs our ſelves puzled in the man- 
ner of conceiving how a finite Spirit, which can paſs through a Body, 
can be ſo united to it, as to make a Man by that Union; yet we all ac- 
knowledge the Truth of this. But to ſuppoſe a Creature capable of 
being made God, is to overthrow the eſſential difference between God 
and his Creatures, and the infinite Diſtance between them. Which is 
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Argument is enough to turn my Stomack againſt: Socinianiſm or Arianiſm; 
F. I had thought all Men of ſenſe among you, had been Sociniang ; 
F have often heard them charged with being ſo. UT TY 
Pr. You ſee how groſſy you are deceived, notwithſtanding your pre- 
tence to Infallibility. I do not pretend to any deep reach, but I ſee rea- 


ſon enough to be no Sociniun. n 
P. Let us return to our Matter in hand. What ſay you to thoſe 
Texts which are ſaid to be inconſiſtent with the literal Senſe of thoſe 
before mention'd, which relate to the Unity between Father and Son? 
Pr. What Text do you mean? 1 OTC NG 
P. What fay you to Joh. 10. from the 30. to the-39? 
Pr. I wonder what it is produced fo. 
P. 1. It is ſaid Job. 10. 30. J and my Father are one; nom it is high- 


J unreaſonable to interpret theſe words literally, becauſe of thoſe which 


Pr. How doth: that appear? For v. 31. it is ſaid, That the Jews 
too up ones to fone him: Which ſhews, that they look'd on him as 


fpeaking Blaſphemy. But what Blaſphemy was it for Chriſt to declare 


an Unity of Conſent between him and his Father; which in Truth is 
nothing, but doing his Father's Will? Therefore it is plain that the 


Fews did apprehend more in thoſe Words of our Saviour. And they 
explain themſelves, v.33. what they underftood by them, Becauſe that 
thou being @ Man makeſt thy ſelf God. Which ſnews that they thought 


not an Unity of Conſent, but of Nature, was meant, 


P. But Chriſt's anſwer ſhews, that he ſpeaks only of a God by Office, 


and not by Nature, v. 34. Jeſus anſwered them, Is it not written in your | 


Law, I ſaid ye are Gods? | 

Pr. I pray go on, and fee how Chriſt argues, v. 35, 36. If he called 
them. Gods, unto whom the Word of God came, and the Scripture cannot 
be broken; ſay ye of him, whom the Father hath ſent into the World, Thou 
blaſphemeſt, becauſe' I ſaid I ami the Son of God? = 

P. This only ſhews that Chriſt had greater Reaſon to be called God, 
but not that he was ſo by Nature. p 5 
Pr. I pray go on ſtill, v. 37, 38. FI do not the Works of my Father, 
believe me not. But if I do, tho ye believe not mo, believe the Works, 
that ye may know and believe that the Father is in me, and I in him. 

P. Is it not ſaid elſewhere, That be that keepeth: bis Commandments 
dwelleth-in him, and he in him? 1 Joh. 3. 24. Would you hence infer 
an Unity of Nature between Chriſt and Belie vers? 

Pr. I do not lay the weight on the Phraſe, but as it is the Coneluſion 
of the Diſpute between Chriſt and the ems. And it ought to be ob- 
ſerved, that this was the end of the third Conference between Chriſt 
and the Fews upon this Argument. The firſt was John 5. and then 
from Chrilt's ſaying, The Father worketh hitherto and [work, v. 17. the 
Jews infer'd, v. 18. That he made himſelf equal ꝛcith God. In : the 
ſecond Conference, John 8. he faid, Before Abrulam was, I am, v. 38. 
And then the Fews took up ones to caſt ad him. After this. followed 
this third Conference, 7ohn 10. and this runs again into tlie * 

gat 
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n a That be Fw a Many init; himſelf God: * And theſt PS agen were 
— all publick, in or near the Temple, and this laſt was iri Solonion's Porch,” 

_ John 101 2.368 a Place of great reſort, and near the place where the 

„ Sanhedrim fate, who were tie Judges in the Caſe of Blaſphemy. Now 

7 the foret'of my Argument from hence; lies: in theſe things: 

2 (.) That Chriſt certainly knew, that the ew. "did think by his 


5 Dilcovrſe That be made himſelf e qual with God. F, 8 
4 (2.) That if it were not true, b. were notorious Blapheiy, and ſo⸗ * 
: eſteemed by the Fews. 


- (3.) That ſuch a miſtake nike to bers been preſengl -corredied; 

and in the plaineſt manner $ as we find it was done y St. Paul, when 
e the Men of Lyſtra ſaid, The Gods are come down to tis in the likeneſs of. 
Ss Men; for he ran in, preſently among them, and faid, We are Men 5 


like paſſims with you, Acts 14. 11, 15. It is wary me to think; 
that if Chriſt had known himſelf to be a mere Man; he would e 4 
ſuffered the 7ews to have run away with ſuch a miſtake as this, with- 
out giving them the cleareſt and plaineſt information; whereas in all 
- his Anſwers he vindicates himſelf, and endeavours: rather to faften thoſe W 
Impreſſions upon them, as appears by this concluſion of the laſt Confer- * 
ence, That ye may know and believe, that the Father it in ne, and I in 
bim. Doth this look like correcting à dangerous miſtake in the Jews & 
And is it not rather a juſtification of that ſenſe; which they took his 
words in? And in the firſt Conference, John 5. Our Saviour is ſo far 
from doing as St. Paul did, that he challenges Divine Honour as due to 
himſelf, That all Men ſbould honoux tbe 58 as they honour the Fa- 
ther, v. 23. From whence it follows, that Chriſt muſt be charged as 
one, who being a mere Man, did affect Divine Honour; or elſe, that 
being God as well as Man, he looked on it as juſtly. due to him. 1 
pray tell me what ſenſe do your Friends the Socinians make of thoſe 
4 words of St. Paul, Phil. 2. 6, 7: Who being in the form of God, 
Z thought it not robbery. to be 9 71 with God, bur made 96 o no Rex 
Prirat ion. „ 
ö | P. The ſenſe they qi! 18 chu Few "8 did not take a e or 0. 
| tentation of his own Greatneſs, but ſudiouſly concealed 1 it, and there- 
in ſhewed his great Humility; - ® / 
Pr. But is there any Greatneſs like that of Divin 2 ? and yet 
| this he challenged to himſelf. 
P. But he knew what the Father deſigned him for and 0 ſpake thoſe 
— things by way of Prediction. 3] > oh 
Pr. He knew no Creature could hve Divine Worſhip, and he de- 
liver'd that as part of his own Doctrine, and therefore thoſe Words, 
where he is ſaid, to make een how with God, muſt be underſtood of 
Nature, -and not of Office. 
Pi. But St. John 17. 22, ſaith, that Chriſt dap to ie Father, = 
his Diſciples, That they my be one, as we are one; and that" 18 not by f 
"Unity of Nature. | 
Pr.] grant it. But our nts there ſpeaks of a true, ak a Jae 
kind of Unity ; ; or elſe the Socinians muſt think every Believer as capa- 
ble of Divine Honour, as Chriſt himſelf, if wa take thoſe Words 
ſtrictly, That they may be one as we are ne. 
Pe. St. Paul faith, He n Planteth and be that wateresh. i ; one, 
1 Cor. 3. 8. * 2600 BI 20” 
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Pr. Who Joubes da there are other ſorts of Unities, beſides that of of 
Nature? But, doth this prove that there is no Unity of Nature between 
the Father and the Son? If we have no better W againſt 
Tranſubſtantiation, we will give over diſputing; 

P. I know you have other Arguments for the Trinity, but they prove 


as little without the Authority of the Church; as from choſe places where 


Chriſt is called God, as Jobs 1. 1, 2. Nom. 9:5, Oc: 


+ + Py. And 1 think the Argument from thoſe places, very good and 


ſtrong, eſpecially from Fohn 1. 1. 2, 3. and it ſeems directly contrary 
to the whole deſign of — to call any one God over all, Bleſſed 
for evermore, às Chrift 18 cally Rom: 9. 3. but he that is God by 
Nature. 


P. How do you prove that Jolm 1 1. 1. de to any thing beyond the 
e of the Goſpel,” and that _"_ the M. wm was before Jolin the 


15 oi Preaching 2 


; I defire any one to read the Text ;mpartially, and he will find 


the Socinian ſenſe to be unnatural, forced, obſcure and jejune, proving . 
a thing of no moment at * e 4 bur the Senſe we give, to be ſtrong, 
_ weighty, conſiſtent, and 


great Conſequence at that time, when 
the Cermmtbians denied the din * Chriſt. The Sentences are ſhort, 

the Words lofty and ſignificant, the manner of beginning unuſual ; fo 
that any one would expect ſome great and extraordinary: matter to be 
faid in theſe few Verſes; but what a fruſtration were this, if after all, 


they intended no more, than that altho Jahn Baptiſt preached i in publick 


before C hriſt, yet that Chriſt was in being before that? Which is a 
Senſe ſo mean, ſo remote from the occaſion of his Writing, as it is de- 
liver d by the Ancients, 


Words. 
P. But they deny there was any ſuch occaſion of St. Job's Writing, 
as the Cerimthians Hereſy at that tie. 

Pr. I know Socinus doth ſo; but he might as well have denied that 
there was any ſuch Perſon as 'Carintbus. And I think the Cerinthiat 
Hereſy not only to have been the occaſion of St. John's Writing, but that 
the underſtanding of it, gives the greateſt and trueſt light to the Words 
of the Evangeliſt, ſnewing the force and importance of them. a 

P. Where J pray, did that Hereſy'confiſt * « * 

Pr. I hall not meddle with other parts of it, but only what relates 
to the preſent Subject; and that lay in theſe things. | 

(I.) That there was a Supreme and unknown F ather, who was before 


the Beginning, and therefore they called him wepepyin, who was the 1 


Fountain of all Emanations. Iren. J. I. c. 1. 1 

(2.) That the World was not made by him, but by a Power at a di- 

ſtance from him, called Demiurgus, Iren. l. 1. c. 25. And in the Egyp- 

: tian School where Cerinthus was educated, the Ad. Word, was one of 
the intermediate Emanations between the Father, and the gen 
irene L Il 29. 

(3.) That this World was in a ſtate of Darkneſs and Confuſion, 28 
to the ſupreme Father of all; only ſome few had ſome mo of Light 
from him, by which they knew him. 

(4) That Jeſus was a mere Man, horn as other Men are, of Joſeph 
and Mary, but of extraordinary oO. an, ad Sandtiry.” 


(5.0 That 


that nothing but a miſerable neceſſity could 
make Men of Wit and: re by Par ſuch a Senſe upon St. Jobn s 


5 


23 $ 


„„ ,9 A hk es . 


W—_ Dae gw AY " mS fools tC ems % © 


„* * - e N R DNA 4x M6 F 
11%. - N - 8 1 : 22 9271 n „ „ e PP 17 LINE — x * : egen eee LEE PET TT OS 8 ju fo wu ; * 
we 8 wn 12 X 8 e "bitte 6.6 bo be Oe * * * 17 * W Dr „KCK —_ OO a 2 . * $5 7 Cond * N r 
3 p * — — — _ „ = S 1 A 1 a ö — a4 * SEL» 
* - * 
fi # 8 1 . 2 | _— 
ARr II and Tranſubſtant TORY WE I: 
| 11. ntia C | 
EN UEIEIS Io x | - Wh . ; 2 
* * r * 4 f 24 LN 2 2 e 4 49% ; — * Cn 9 4 W I 1 
F 4 — Fans ts 5 
— 


(.) That the Supreme Father at his Baptiſm did ſend down 4 Bivinl 
Power upon him, in the ſhape of a Dove, which enabled Hin & Divicy 
the unknown Father, and to work Miracles, which teturned to its own 
per, or Fulneſs above, when Jeſus ſuffer J. 
Ibis is a ſhort Scheme of that Hereſy, as delivered by the ancien 
Fathers. And now let any one compare St. John; Words with it: 150 
he will find his deſign was to countermine this Hereſy by two things. ” hh 
(.) That the ASG.Word, was Eternal. For theCeriichians ſaid te 
Al. was not in the beginning," but made a great ſpace of time between 
the eternal Being of the Father, and the Emanation of the S., where- 
in he was in perfzẽl Silence, as Ireneus expreſſes it (I. I. e. 10) And fo i 
the beginning, doth imply the Eternity A the Word. But that is not all. 
for he faith, it was with God, and was God, and was the Denurors. 
or the Maker of the World, and the Revealer of God to Mankind. 
John 1. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 9, 10. And ſo there was no place for thoſe ſe. 
veral Emanations between God and the AsJ©. and Demio. gus, as the Ce- 
rinthians ſaid. 4-3 20 5.4 e 
(2.) That the Alf. or Nord, vas Incatnare, which he affirms, v. 14. 
And the Word was made Fleſh, and dwelt among us, &. and was the on- 
ly begotten Son of the Father; and ſo he not only cuts off the other Ema- 
nations, but declares that Feſtus was far from being a mere Man. And 
to this purpoſe he brings in the Teſtimony of John Baptiſt, v. 15. and 
applies what he had ſaid to the Perſon of Feſt Chrift, b. 17. Now this 
being St. John's deſign, his Words afford 'a Demoniſtration to us of the 
Union of the Divine and Human Nature in Chriſt, when he ſaith, The 
Word was made Fleſh. JJ V ĩ ipod” 
P. But doth not the Scripture in 1 imply that there is 4 
Jubordination in Chriſt to his Father, which is not conſiſtent with ſud” - ©; 
an Equality of Nature; ſee Heb. 1. 8, 9. 1 Cor. 8. 4, 5. — 15. 27, 28. 
Rev. 3. 12. = by tf le. con at Ponds 
Pr. The firſt place is a proof for the Divinity of Chriſt ; for the 
Words are; But unto the Son, he ſaith, Thy Throne, O God, is for ever 
and ever, Oc. lt is true, in the next verſe, it is ſaid with reſpect to his 
Office, Therefore God, even thy God hath anointed thee, &c. But we do 
not deny that Chriſt was anointed as Mediator, and in that reſpe&, God, 
was his God; but doth this prove that he that is Mediator, cannot have 
2 Divine Nature in N war ag with the Human? OT 
The ſecond Place, I ſuppoſe, is miſtaken, 1 Cor. 8. not 4 and 5, but 
6 verſe, But unto us, there is but one God the Father, of whom are al! 
things, and we in him; and one Lord Feſus Chriſt, by whom are all things, a 
and we by him. And this is one of the ſtrongeſt holds of the Socinians.” 
But two Conſiderations will take off the ſeeming force of it. 


1. That the Apoſtle in his Diſputes with the Gentile Idolaters, con- 
cerning whom he ſpeaks, v. 4, 5. doth utterly deny any Divinity in the 
Beings they worſhipped inſtead of God, when he faith, An Idol is no- 
thing in the world, and that there is none other God but one. He kiiew 
very well that they worſhipped many, v. 5. As chere be Gods many, ar 
Lords many among them; but unto us (Chriſtians) there is but one God, 
and one Lord: i. e. we have but one Supreme God, to whom we give 
Divine Worſhip; and inſtead of the multitude of Mediators, we have 
but one Mediator; and ſo his deſign is in oppoſition to their many Gods, 
to aſſert the Unity of the Divine Nature, (not ſo as to exclude a diſtin- 
ction of Perſons, but thereby to exclude other Gods as the proper Ob- 
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ject of. Worſhip) and the Vnity Of a Mediator, in oppoſition to their 
many Lords. TTC ˙ͤ eos ak 


10 8 That if this place excludes Chriſt from the Unity of Nature 
wit 


od, it doth enclude him from being the Object of Divine 
Worſhip ; for it faith, That there is no other God, hit Oue; therefore no 
Creature can be made God: And to us there is but One God, the Fa- 
ther; therefore the Son cannot be God. If therefore the name Lord 


be taken in oppoſition to God, then Chriſt cannot be Gad in any ſenſe; 


for we muſt have but One God but the plain meaning of the Apoſtle 
was, That by one Lord he meant one Mediator, by whom alone we 


have, in this new frame of things by the Goſpel, acceſs unto God the 


Father. * NS e Ei at 
The third place, 1 Cor. 15. 27, 28. ſpeaks plainly of Chriſt's King- 
dom, as Mediator. | 65555 bs D el 
Ihe fourth place, Rev. 3, 12. where Chriſt ſpeaks ſeveral times of 
1 God, proves no more than his words on the Croſs, My God, my God, 
why haſt thou forſaken me : For ſurely Chriſt might own a particular 
Relation to God, and Intereſt in him, as he was in human Nature, 


without aue e e the Divine Nature in him. | | 
t though he is to be our Judge, he knows not the 


P. But he owns, | 
time, Mark 13. 32. Which ſeems inconſiſtent with the Divine Nature, 
which knoweth all things. . i IT 

Pr. The Son there ſpoken of, was Chriſt, as endued with a human 
Soul, when he was upon earth; which could not underſtand a ſecret 
ſo much out of the reach of man's underſtanding, without immediate 
Revelation. But it was not neceſſary by virtue of the Union of both 
Natures, that the Divine Nature ſhould communicate to the human 
Soul of Chriſt all Divine Myſteries : but as the human Body was not- 
withſtanding ſubje& to Paſſions and Infirmities incident to ir, ſo the hu- 
man Soul might continue ignorant of the Day of Judgment in this ſtate; 
both to let us know how great that ſecret is, and that Chriſt had the 
proper capacity of a human Soul, which could not extend to ſuch things 
without Divine Revelation. | | 


P. There is one Argument more, which ſeems to prove Chriſt's Di- 


vinity, and doth not; viz. The making of all things viſible and inviſible, 


being. attributed to him, John 1. 3. Heb. 1. 10. Col. 1. 16, 17, 18, 19. 
Pr. Now I confeſs this doth more than ſeem to me to be a very ſtrong 
Argument; and that for this Reaſon, the Apoſtle faith, The inviſible 
things of him from the creation of the world, are clearly ſeen, being un- 
derſtood by the things which are made, even his Eternal Power and God- 
head, Rom. 1.20. Was this Argumentof the Apoſtle good or not ? 
P. No doubt it was. 
Pr. Then the Creation of the World is an Invincible Proof of the 
true God, | | JS | 
P. What follows? | 
Pr, Then if the making of all things be attributed to Chriſt, he muſt 
be true God; but this is plain in the New Teſtament, in which the ma- 
king of all things is as clearly attributed to the Son, as it is to the Fa- 
ther; Al things ſaith St. Fobn, were by bim, and without bim vas not 
any thing made, that was made, John 1. 3. For by him were all things 
created, ſaith St. Paul, that are in heaven, and that are in earth, viſible 
and inviſible, whether they be thrones, or dominions, or principalities, or 
Eowers, all things were created by him, and for him, Col. 1. 16. 14 
5 I. Lor 
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. Lord, zn the beginning haſt laid the Foundation of the earth, and the © 
heavens are the work of thy bands, Heb. 1. 10. Now compare theſe ex- 

preſſions with thoſe wherein the Creation is attributed tothe Father, The 
world is ſaid to be made by bim, Rom. 1. 20. That be hath created all 
chings, Rev. 4. 11. That of him, and for him, and to hin, are all things, 
Rom. 11. 36. And let any impartial mind diſcern the difference. There- 
fore e have as much Reaſon from Scripture to believe Chriſt to be God, 
as We have from the Creation of tHings to believe a Goc. 

Pi. But you do not take notice of the different expreſſions in Scripture, 
| the Father and the Son; All things are ſaid to be of the Fa. 
i :be Son, 1 Cor. 8. 6. And that the Father — all things 
Jews Cbriſt, Eph: 3. 9. which proves no mote, than that the Son was 
God's Inſtrument in the Creation. LOS 26 pk 
Fr. What do you mean by God's InfSument in the Creation? Do you 
think one Creature can create another? How then can the Creation 

prove an Infinite Power? If you believe the Inſtrument uncteated; 
then you muſt aſſert him to be true God by Nature; and then we have 
all we deſire. + 55 Cl | V 
P. But the Socinians do not like this Anſwer of the Arians, and there © 
fore they interpret theſe places, of the ſtate of things under the Goſpel, 
and not of the Creation of the World. 5 
Pr. They have not one jot mended the matter; for, 
(t.) Where the new Creation is ſpoken of, home circumſtances are 
added, which limit the ſenſe to it, as when St. Paul faith, We are treated 
in Chriſt Feſus unto good works that we ſbould walk in them, Eph: 2. 10. 
Who could poſſibly underſtand this of the old Creation? And ſo, If 
any man be in Chritt Jeſus, be is a new Creature, 2 Cor. 5. 17. But in 
* the other places the ſame Expreſſions are uſed, which are attributed to 
the old Creation, without limitation from circumſtances, or from the 
Context and occaſion of them. „ 3 | 
(.) There are ſome things ſaid to be created by Chrift Fefus, which 
cannot relate to the new Creation ; for by him were all things created, 
that are in heaven, and that are in earth, viſible and inviſible, whether 
they be thrones, or dominions, or principalities or Powers, Col. 1. 16. How 
are theſe created by Preaching the Goſpel, when they are uncapable of 
the proper means of it, which are the Doctrine of the remiſſion of Sins 
upon Repentance, and the Renewing and Sanctifying Grace of God? 
P. But St. Paul doth not mention the Heaven and Earth, but only in- 
tellectual Beings, Angels, and Men, and therefore he ſpeaks of the 
new Creation. E 5 1 
Pr. A mighty Argument indeed! Do not all things comprehend the 
Heaven and Earth? And the particular enumeration of Angels by ſe- 
veral denominations, ſhews that he ſpeaks of another Creation diſtinct 
from that by the Goſpel preached to the World; for the Apoſtles were 
Chriſt's Inſtruments in this new Creation, which they could not be to 
the Inviſible Powers above. th NY 
P. We have now gone through the true and only Grounds of the Do- 
&rine of the Trinity. | | | | | 
Pr. You are extreamly miſtaken, For we have other grounds beſides 
theſe, although theſe may be ſufficient, EDEN | 
P. Name one more. or 
Pr. Iwill name ſeveral, which you cannot diſallow. 
P. What are they? "4 
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Bell. de 

Chriſto. 

I. 1. c. 4, 
C 


Pr. The ſeveral Heads of Arguments made uſe of by Cardinal. Bel. 
larmin, to prove the Divinity of Chriſt ; Who alone is a convincing 
Evidence of the vaſt diſparity between the Proofs of this Doctrine, an 
of Tranſubſtantiation from Scripture. T Yo | a 
1. He proves Chriſt's Divinity from thoſe places of the Old Teſta. 
ment, which are expounded in the New]; being in the Old Teſtament, 
ſpoken of the true God; and in the New applied to Chriſt. As. 
21. 5, 6. compared with 1 Cor. 10. 9. Exod. 20. 2. with Jude 5. Eſal. 
68. 18. with Eph. 4. 8, 9. Fal. 97. 7. and 102. 25, 26. with Heb. 1. 6, 
10, 11. I/. 6. 1, 3. with John 12. 41, and Revel. 4. 8. Tſas gu. wit 
Luke 2. 34: and Rom. 9. 33. Iſa. 40. 3. with Mat. 3. 3. Mark 1. 3. 
Luke 1. 75, Jobn 1. 23.— Iſa. 45. 23. with Rom. 14. 1 -A. MA. 6. 
with Revel, 1. 8, 17. 12 3. 1. with Mat. 1 1. 10. ebe 
2. From the Places of the Old Teſtament, which attribute to CHriſt 
tlioſe things which belong to God; as Power and Adoration, Pſal. 2. 7, 
8, 12. Being the firſt and laſt, Iſa. 48. 1. 12, 16. Working Miracles, 
Iſa. 3 5. 5. Being the God of Iſrael, Iſa. 52. 5, 6. The only God, Ila. 
45. 5, 6. The Lord of Hoſts, Zach. 2. 8,9, 10, 11. Febovah, Zach. 3. 2, 
Pouring out of the Spirit, Zach. 12. 10. COS INT 
3. From the Places of the New Teſtament, which attribute Divinity 
to Chriſt, As when he is called, the Son of the Living God, Mat. 16, 
16. The only begotten Son of God, John 3. 16. His own Son, Rom. 8. 
32. His true Son, 1 John 5. 20. His dear Son, Col. 1. 13. His Son 
above all others, Heb. 1. 5. The expreſs Image of his Perſon, Heb. 1. 3. 
Making himſelf equal with God, John 5. 18. Being one with the Father, 
John 10. 30. Lord and God, John 20. 28. God bleſſed for ever, Rom. 
5. Who thought it no robbery to be equal with God, Phil. 2.6. One 
with the Father and Spirit, 1 John 5. 7. The true God, 1 John 5. 20. 
4. From the proper Names of God, Iſa. 9. 6. John 20. 28. Afts 20; 
28. Rom. 9. 5. Revel. 4.8. 1 J70hn 3. 16. The N Ter. 23. 
5. 8. Iſa. 40. 3. The Lord, by which the LXX render Jehovah, Mar. 
21. 3. John 13. 13. The moſt High, Pſal. 87. 5. 4 Name above every 
Name, Phil. 2. 9. The Inviſible One, 1 Tim. 1. 17, and 6. 16. The God 
of Glory, Acts 7. 2. 1 Cor. 2. 8. Pſal. 24. 7, 8, 9. Hing of Kings and 


- 


Lord of Lords, 1 Tim. 6. 15. Revel. 17. 14. and 19. 16. The one Lord, 


x Cor. 8.6. The true God, John 5. 20. The only Lord, Jude 4. The 
great God and our Saviour, Titus 2. 13. | 

5. From the proper Attributes of God; as Eternity, Prov. 8. 22, 23. 
Mic. 5. 2. John 1. 1, —— 17.5. Inmenſity, John 3. 13. Mat. 18. 20. 
Ommnipotency, Rev. 1. 8. — 4.8. — 11, 17. Wiſdom, Coloſ. 2. 3. John 
21. 17. Majeſly and Adoration, Heb. 1.6. Mal. 3.1. Invocation, John 
14. 13. Acts 7. 59. and 9. 14. 2 Cor. 12. 8. 1 Cor. I. 3. 2John 3. 

6. From the proper Works of God: as not only Creation, (of which 
already) but Conſervation, Heb. 1. 3. Coloſ. 1. 17. Salvation, Matth. 
1. 21. Foretelling future Events, John 13. 19. 1 Pet. I. 11. Rev. 2. 23. 


Morking Miracles by his own Power, Mark 4. 39. and giving Power to o- 


there to work them, Mat. 10. 1. 


What think you now of the Proofs of the Trinity in Scripture? Do 
you think Bellarmin could produce any thing like this for Tranſubſtanti- 


tell. de ation ? No; ſo far from it, that where he ſets himſelf in a whole Chapter 


Euch. J. 3. to 


C. 19, 


prove it from Scripture, he produces a Firſt without a Second. The 


firſt Argument, ſaith he, is taken from Chriſt's Words, This is my Body. 


Very well! but where is the Second? For no more could be produced, 
f | but 


Pi. But one plain and clear place is ſufficient, if we be certain of the 
ſenſe of chat one; for we are às much bound to believe God when we 


terms, as to leave the matter rather more obſcure than it was before. 
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but this one fingle Paſſage; about which He ſpends is whole Chapter 
and then betakes himſelf preſently to the Farhers. 2 19 er | 


are ſure he ſpeaks it once, as an hundred times,” 185 „ 
Pr. We have been all this while comparing theſe too Doctrines as to J 


Scriptuße, and now you fee the diſproportion ſo very great, as to nun- 

ber and variety, you ſay, one is-gs pood as an bundred; but that one had 

need to be wonderfully clear, which, this is very far from, ſince many | 

of your own Writers do colifeſs Tyinſubſtatitiaiionſolelape be drawn from * 
it; as Bellarmin himſelf owns, and he affirms it not to he improbable, C. 25. 

that nilare of Seriprure is ſo clear and erpreſt for Tranſubſftantiation, 2 
but learned and acute Min may dottht whether is ban he drawn from it T 
ſetting aſide the Church's Declaration; But neither Bellarmin, nor any 9 
one Who attends to the force of the former Proofs of "the Divinity of 
Chrift, can ſay, that any reaſonable Man can doubt of it; and that he 
muſt at laſt reſolve all into the Church's Authoritꝛ. 4 
F. Have not learned and acute Men doubted as well of the Divinity 
of Chriſt, as of Tranſubſtantiation? And therefore in that reſpect they 


Pr. We do not inſiſt upon Men's hafe doubting, but on the Reaſon of * 
their doubting. And when but one fingle Place is produced, which is 
yielded not to be ſufficient of it felf to prove the Doctrine; there is mv 
much more cauſe of doubting, than where ſuch multitudes of Places are 
produced; and no doubt is made by thoſe who favour Tranſulſtantiati- 
on, but that they do fully prove the Divinity of Chyft,.« -- 

P. It ſeems then we muſt come to Reaſon at laſt. And for my part, 

I muſt tell you, I think that Parallel mich the eaſiet. For, that three 
diſtinft Perſons ſhould be in one individual Natue, and that the moſt pure 
and ſimple Being, ſeems to me to be more abſurd than Tranſubſtantiation. 

Pr. Let us ſet aſide the comparing Abſurdities at preſent, and only ex- 
amin in point of Reaſon, the great Abſurdity of three Perſons being in 
one Individual Divine Nature, ©  _ * 

P. J did hardly believe you would have the courage to defend the 
Doctrine of the Trinity in point of Reaſon; but I ſee you are a bold 
Man, and will venture farther than wiſer Men © 

Pr. It may be others have not had the leiſure or curioſity to examine 
2 Myſtery believed to be ſo much out of the reach of our Underſtand- 
ing; or have confounded themſelves and others ſo much with School. 


But T ſhall endeavour to make things as clear as they will bear. And 
that which I infiſt upon is, that the Abſurdities are not to appearance 
ſo great as thoſe of Tranſubſtantiation. And therefore I deſire you to 
produce thoſe which appear the moſt dreadful. _ | 


P. I ſhall reduce all to theſe two, which comprehend the reſt. 

1. How there can be three Perſons and but one God. *: 
2. How theſe cam agree in a third, and not agree among themſelves. 
For the firſt, it ſeems very abſurd, that there ſhould be three Perſons 
really diſtin&, whereof every one is God, and yet there ſhould not be 
three Gods; for nothing is more contradictious than to make three not 
to be three, or three to be but one. (EF LI | 
Pr. I hope now you will give me leave to make an Anſwer to your 
Difficulty as diſtin& as poſſible. We do not {ay that three Perſons 2 
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among the Romans from ſome remarkable diſtinction of one from ano- 


but one Perſon; or that one Nature is three Natures; but that there are 


— — 


25 


three Perſons in one Nature. I therefore one individual. Nature be 
communicable to three Perſons, there is no appearance of abſurdity in 
this Doctrine. And on the other ſide, it will be impoſſible there ſhould 


be three Gods, where there is one and the fame individual Nature 5 for 


three Gods muſt have three ſeveral Divine Natutes, ſince it is the Di- 
vine Eſſence which makes a God. But to make this more plain, Do 
you make any difference between Nature and Perſon 2 ᷑ 


13 
2 


P. Excuſe me, Sir, for you have undertaken to explain theſe things, 
Pr. I will begin with Perſon. Which Name was originally =. 


} 


% 
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ther, either by ſome outward appearance. as a Vizard or Habit, or ſome 
particular Quality or Diſpoſition. And from henee it came to be appli- 


ed to thoſe inward Properties, whereby one intelligent Being is diſtin- 


» x 
* » 
2 ; 


guiſhed from another; and from theſe Properties; to thezPerſon who: 
had them. Thus Perſon is uſed even by Tull himſelf, at leaſt twenty 


times in his Books of Rhetorick : and che old Civil Law ſpeaks of Per- 
ſonal Rights, and Perſonal Actions. So that the Criticks, ſuch as Valla, 
and others, had no cauſe to find fault with .Bozrbius, for applying the 
Notion of a Perſon, to an intelligent Being ſubſiſting by it ſelf, (and ſo 
the Soul is no Perſon in Men, but the Man conſiſting of Soul and Bo- 
dy) having ſome incommunicable Properties belonging to him. Therefore 


L cannot but wonder at the niceneſs of ſome late Men, who would have 


the Names of Perſon, and Hypoſtaſis, and Trinicy,.to be laid aſide, ſince 
themſelves confeſs Bozrbius his definition of a Perſon to be true enough; 
but they ſay, it belongs to the Creatures, and nat to God, for it would 


male three Gods. Which is to ſuppoſe, without proving it, that the 


Divine Nature can communicate it ſelf after no other manner than a 


created Nature can. E oat 27 015.1 80 
his is now to be more ſtrictly enquired into. And it is very well 


_ obſerved by Boethius, de Trin. I. 1. Principium pluralitatis alteritas eft : 


" 


and yet there is but One Soul. 


That Diverſity is the reafon of Plurality: And therefore in the Trinity, 
ſo far as they are different, they are Three, i. , in regard of Perſonal 


Properties and Relations; but ſo far as they agree, they are but ONE, 
that is, as to the Divine Nature. Uhr | 


It is very true, that according to Arith etick, Three can .be One, 


nor One Three; but we muſt diſtinguiſh between the bare Numeration, 


and the Things numbred. . The - repetition of three Unites, certainly 
make three diſtin Numbers; but it doth not make the Perſons to be 
three Natures. And therefore as to the Things themſelves, we muſt go 
from the bare Numbers, to conſider their Nature. Where-ever there is a 
real diſtinction, we may multiply the Number, tho the Subject be but 
One. As, ſuppoſe we ſay the Soul hath three Faculties, Underſtand- 
ing, Will and Memory; we may, without the leaſt abſurdity ſay, chere 
are Three and One; and thoſe Three not confounded with each other, 


P. But the Socinians object, that there is a difference between three 
Properties, and three diſtinct Perſons; becauſe a Perſon is ap individual 
Being; and ſo three Perſons muſt be three individual Beings; and there- 


fore as there is but one Divine Being, there can be but one Perſon. 
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* Pr. This is the main ſtrength of the Cauſe; to which I anſwer, 
n That altho a Perſon be an individual Being, yet it implies two Things 
d in it : (1.) Something common with others of the ſame Nature; as 
* three Men have one and the ſame Nature, tho' they be three Perſons. 
i- ( 2.) Something peculiar and incommunicate to any other; ſo that Joby 
0 cannot be Peter, nor Peter, Fames: - a 
P. But what is it which makes one not to be the other, when they 
2 have the ſame common Nature? „„ 
fn Pr. You aſk a hard Queſtion, vis. about the Principle of Individua- 
th Zion; but if it be ſo hard to reſolve it, as to created Beings, there is 
Ir certainly far leſs reaſon for us to be unſatisfied, if it appear difficult to 
— clear the difference of Nature and Perſon in an infinite Being. Yet all 
e Mankind are agreed in the Thing, vis. That there is a Community of 
- the ſame Nature, and a real diſtinction of Perſons among men, though 
* they cannot tell what that is which diſcriminates the Humane Nature 
0: in John, from the ſame Humane Nature in Peter and James. And it is 
y obſervable, that as Beings ariſe in perfection above each other, it is ſtill 
- ſo much harder to aſſign that which is called the Principle of Indivi- 


, duation. In groſs and material Beings we can diſcern a number of Ac- 
e cidents, or peculiar Modes and Properties, which diſtinguiſh them from 
0 each other; but it is much harder to aſſign it in ſpiritual and intellectu- 
— al Beings, whoſe Natures and Differences lie not ſo open to our Under- 
e 
0 
e 


ſtandings. If ſo be then it appears more difficult in an infinite and in- 
comprehenſible Being, what cauſe have we to wonder at it. 


But we muſt always make a difference between what we have reaſon 
to believe, and what we have a power to conceive. Altho' we have 


1 all the reaſon in the world to believe that there is a God, z. e. a Being 
- 
A 


infinite in all Perfections; yet we muſt yield that his eſſential Attributes 
are above our comprehenſion. As for Inſtance: TED 
(1.) We muſt believe God to be Eternal, or we caniot believe him 


! to be God; for if he once were not, it is impoſſible he ſhould ever be; 
1 and therefore we conclude neceſſary Exiſtence to be an eſſential Attribute 
; of the Divine Nature: But then, how to conceive that a Being ſhould be 
/ from it ſelf, is at leaſt as hard, as how one and the ſame individual Nature 
5 ſhould be communicated to three diſtin& Perſons; nay, it is ſomewhat 

harder, ſince we ſee ſomething like this in other Beings; but we can ſee 
, no manner of reſemblance of a thing that hath itsBeing wholly from it ſelf. 


, 2) We muſt allow God to be Omnipreſent, or elſe we muſt ſuppoſe 
4 him ſo confined and limited to a certain place, as to be excluded from 
p any other; and if he can act in all places, he muſt either be preſent in 
— them, or his Power mult be larger than his Being, which is infinite; 
a but after this, we have not a power to conceive how a Being ſhould be 
c _ preſent in the whole World, and not to be extended; and if it be ex- 
q tended, how it ſhould be uncapable of being divided into parts, which, 


4 is certainly repugnant to the Divine Nature. I therefore produce theſe 
3 two Inſtances, to let the Antitrinitarians ſee, that what they object in 

Point of Reaſon, as to the Incomprehenſibility of the Myſtery of the 
1 Trinity, will in conſequence overthrow the Divine Nature. But as 
"_ there is the higheſt Reaſon to believe there is a God, thought we cannot 


comprehend his Perfections, ſo there may be great Reaſon to believe the 

Doctrine of the Trinity, tho' we cannot comprehend the manner of it. 

: P. I had thought you intended to explain the Myſtery of it, and now 

- you tell us it is Incomprebenſible. 4% 2 ane Ds 
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Pr. It is a good ſtep to our believing it, to make it plain, that the 
difficulty of our conception ought not to hinder our Faith. And ] have 
made ſome advance towards the explication of it, by ſhewing, that ſince 
Mankind are agreed about the difference between Nature and Perſon, the 
whole difficulty comes to this, that the fame common Nature in Man- 
kind makes three Perſons ; but that it is the ſame individual Nature in 
all the Perſons of the Trinity. | 1 

And now let us conſider the infinite Perfection and Simplicity of the 
Divine Nature; and we ſhall think it unreaſonable that it ſhould be fo 
bounded as to the manner of its communication, as the Nature of Man 
is. Every individual Man hath mot only individual Properties, but an 


individual Nature, i. e. the common Nature of Man, limited by ſome | 
unaccountable Principle, that doth make him different from all other 


Men having the ſame Nature with himſelf. The difficulty then doth 


not lie in a Community of Nature, and a Diſtinction of Perſons, for that | 


is granted among Men, but in the Unity of Nature with the difference of 
Perſons. And ſuppoſing the Divine Nature to be infinite in its Perfection, 
I do not ſee how it is capable of being bounded, as the common Nature of 
Man in Individuals is; and if it be not capable of being bounded and li- 


mited, it muſt diffuſe it ſelf into all the Perſons in the ſame individual 
manner; and ſo this Doctrine of the Trinity is not repugnant to Reaſon. ' 


P. But what ſay you to the Athanaſian Creed; is not that repugnant 
to humane Reaſon? Y 

Pr. I think not; but that it is a juſt Explication of the Doctrine of 
the Trinity rightly underſtood. | 1 

P. I ſee now you are upon hard Points, you will ſtick at nothing, and 
Tranſfubſlantiation it ſelf will down with you anon. : 


Pr. I doubt that; but at preſent we are upon the Arhanaſian Creed, 


And I defire but one Principle to clear it, which follows from what is 
faid already, viz, That what is affirmed of the Divine Nature, as fuch, 
muſt be common to all three Perſons ; but whatever is affirmed of the ſe- 


veral Perſons, as ſuch, muſt be peculiar. to themſelves. Now this is a clear 


Principle of Reaſon, and hath no appearance of abſurdity in it. And from 
hence the Athanaſian Creed will eafily be cleared. For Eternity, Inconpre- 


—— Omnipotency, belonging to the Divine Nature, as ſuch, we cught 


to ſay, That they are not Three Eternals, Three Incomprehenſibles, Three Al. 
migbties, but One Eternal, One Incomprebenſible, One Almighty. Becauſe 
the Attributes belonging to the Perſons, by reaſon of the Divine Nature, 
and the Attributes being really the ſame with it, the Nature is the proper 


Subject of them, which being but One, we are not to diſtinguiſh them as 


to Eſſential Attributes, but only as to Perſonal Relations and Properties. 
P. But if the Three Perſons be Cozrernal, how is it poflible to con- 
ceive there ſhould not be Three Eternals ? | 


Pr. This ſeems the hardeſt Expreſſion in the whole Creed; but it is 


to be interpreted by the ſcope and deſign of it, which is, that the Eſen- 


tial Attributes are not to be diſtinguiſhed, though the Perſons be. And 
ſo Eternity is not taken as a Perſonal Attribute, but as Eſſential; and ſo 


they are not three Eternals, but one Eternal. And the great defign of 


the Creed was, to ſhew, that the Chriſtian Church did not believe ſuch 
a Trinity as conſiſted of three Perſons, unequal and different in Nature, 
and Subſtance, and Duration. | | 

F. But what ſay you to the damning all thoſe who do not believe it, 
in the beginning and end of it? xs 
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Pr. This is off from our buſineſs. But to let you ſee I will not a- 
void the difficulties you offer, I Will give you an anſwer even to this. 
The meaning is not, that every one is damned who doth not conceive 
aright of the difference of Nature and Perſon in the Trinity, or of the 


Eſſential and Perſonal Attributes; but that thoſe who ſet up in oppoſi- 


tion to 1t the worſhip of a mere Creature as God, or the worſhip of more 
Gods than one, or who wilfully reject this Article of the Chriſtian Faith, 
when it is duly propoſed to them, are guilty of a damning Sin. For 
even the diſbelief of Chriſtianity it ſelf, is not ſuppoſed to be the cauſe 
of Mens Damnation, but where the Doctrine of the Goſpel hath been 
propoſed in a way of credibility; If when this Do&rine of the Trinity 
is propoſed to Mens Minds, they will not conſider it, nor weigh the Ar- 


guments on both ſides impartially, but with ſcorn and contempt reje& 


it, and endeavour to bring reproach upon Chriſtianity for the ſake of it, 
and diſturb the peace of the Church about it ; ſuch cannot be ſaid to 
receive or believe it faithfully, and by ſuch Sins they do run the hazard 
of 7 Peoverlaſtingly, Bo 

J ſee you have a mind to ſmooth every thing relating to the Tri- 


nity, I wiſh you would do the ſame about Tranſubſtantiation. But yet 


you have not anſwer'd the other great difficulty in point of Reaſon, viz. 


That thoſe things which apree or diſagree in a third, muft agree or diſ- 


agree one with the other. And therefore if the Father be God, the Son 


God, and the Holy Ghoſt God, then the Father muſt be Son and Ho- 


ly Ghoſt, and the Son and Holy Ghoſt miſt be the Father. If not, then 


they are really the ſame, and really diſtinct; the ſame as to Eſſence, 


_ diſtin& as to Perſons; and ſo they are the ſame, and not the ſame, 
which is a Contradiion, | El, f 
Pr. And now. I think you have drawn out the moſt refined Spirits of 
Socinianiſin, to make the Doctrine of the Trinity and Tranſubſtantiation 
parallel, becauſe you fay, it implies a Contradiction, which 1s the near- 


eſt Parallel you have yet offered at. But this terrible Argument is 
grounded on the ſame Suppoſition, vis. That the Divine Eſſence is no 
more capable of communicating it ſelf to three diſtin& Perſons, than 
any created Being is. The Reaſon of that Axiom being, that created 
Things, by reaſon of their finite Nature, carinot diffuſe or communicate 
themſelves to more than one; and therefore thoſe which agree in a Third, 
muſt agree together; but ſuppoſing it poſſible that the ſame finite Na- 
ture could extend it {elf to ſeveral Individuals, it would be preſently 


anſwered, the Axiom did hold only, where they did adequately and re- 


ciprocally agree, and not where they did agree only in Eſſence, but dif- 
fer'd in the manner of Subſiſtence. For where a different manner of 
Subſiſtence is ſuppoſed poſſible, in the ſame individual Nature, the agree- 


ment in that cannot take away that difference which is conſiſtent with 


it, which we attribute to the unlimitedneſs and perfection of the Divine 


P. But you canbring no other Inſtance but the thing in queſtion, and 


therefore this is a Petitio Principiz, or taking that for granted which is in 


diſpute. TS 


Pr. I do not think it to be ſo, where the Reaſon is aſſigned from 
the peculiar Properties of the Divine Nature, to which there can be no 


parallel. And J think it very unreaſonable in the Socinians, to ſend us 


to created Beings for the Rules and Meaſures of our Judgment concern- 


ing a Being acknowledged to be Infinite. 
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| P. Are not the Divine Perſons Infinite, a as well as the Divine Nature? 
and therefore as created Perſons do take in the whole Nature, ſo infi- 
nite Perſons will do the infinite Nature. 5 

Pr. No queſtion, but the Perſons are infinite in regard of the Nature 
which is ſo; but if an infinite Nature be communicable to more Perſons 
than One, every ſuch Perſon cannot appropriate the whole Nature to it 
ſelf. 

P. If the difference be on the account of Infinity, then there muſt 
be an infinite number of Perſons in the Divine Eſſence. 

Pr. I anfwer, That Infiniteneſs of number is no Perfection; and as 
to the number of Perſons, we follow not our own Conjectures, nor the 
Authority of the Church ; but Divine Revelation, which hath aſſured 
us, that there is but one God, and yet there are three that are one, 
which depends not merely on the place of St. John, but the Form of 
Baptiſm is remarkable to this purpoſe, which joins. together zhe Father, 
the Son, and the Holy Gho#t, without any other diſtinction beſides that 
of Order and Relation. And it is againſt the fundamental deſign of 
Chriſtianity, to join any created Beings together with God in fo ſolemn 
an Act of Religion. And St. Paul joyns them together in his Benedi- 
ction: The Grace of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, and the Love of God, and 
the Communion of the Holy Ghoſt be with you all. Amen. 2 Cor. 12. 14, 
From whence the Chriſtian Church hath always beheved a Trinity of 
Perſons in the Unity of the Divine Nature. 

P. You have taken a great deal of pains to clear the Doctrine of the 


Trinity from any abſurdity in point of Reaſon, why ſhould you not doas 
much now as to Tranſubſtantiation £ _ 


P. In plain truth, becauſe I cannot; for here lies a vaſt difference be- 
tween them. In the Trinity we conſidered: an Infinite Being, to which no 


bounds can be ſet without deſtroying its Nature; but in Tranſiubſtantia- 
tion, we ſuppoſe a true finite Body, which hath its natural bounds and 
limits to one certain Place, and yet you will and muſt ſuppoſe this Body 
to be equally preſent in many thouſand diſtant Places at the ſame time; 
which implies ſo great a Repugnancy to the very Nature of a Body, 
that I can by no means give my Aſſent to it. 

P. Alas I Is this it which chokes your Reaſon, ſo that you cannot 
ſwallow the Doctrine of the Church in this matter ? 

You do not conſider, that tho we allow nothing Infinite in the Bo dy 
it ſelf ; yet we ſuppoſe an Infinite Power to be imploy'd about it: and 
an Infinite Power may produce things above our Comprehenſions, about 
Bodies in themſelves finite. 

Pr. This is the utmoſt your Cauſe will bear : „ but I pray tell me, [3 
there any ſuch thing as a Repugnancy 1n the Nature of things or not? 
i. e. Arc there not ſome things which are endued with ſuch Properties, 
that if you alter them, you deſtroy their very Nature; as, to ſuppoſe 


* indiviſible Line, a Triangle without Lines, a Body without Damen- 
ions? 


P. Hold a little ; a Body muſt have Dimenſions belonging to it, but 


it is not neceflary 1 it ſhould have thoſe Dimenſions where-ever it is pre- 


ſent, For it may be preſent in one Place as 4 Body, and in ande af- 
ter the manner of a Spirit. 


Pr. Lou might as well have ſaid, a Body may be conſider'd two ways; 
as it is a Body, and as it is not a Body: for there can be no Body, 
where there are no Dimenſions proper to it. 
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p. See how you are miſtaken; for it ir not the Dimenſions which ſeem 
to binder a Body being in more places at wy but its Unity 3 as Bellarmin 
well obſerves. 

Pr. I ſay both of them hinder. For a true Body can no more be 


without its Dimenſions, than a Line without Diviſibility. 5 


F. I grant, that naturally it cannot, but by Divine Power it may. 


Pr. Will you make the Power of God to change the Eſſential Proper- 


ties of things, while the things themſelves remain in their true Nature? 
You may as well fay, that naturally Man is a Reaſonable Creature; but 


by Divine Power he may be a true Man, and yet want the F aculty of 


Reaſoning : That naturally two and two make four, but God can make 
two and two to be joyned together in a ſupernatural manner, ſo as that four 
ſhall not reſult from them; that tho, naturally ſpeaking, white-waſh- 
ing a Wall makes it look white, yet by an extraordinary Power, there 
may be the preſence of all things which make a Wall white, yet it ſnall 
not do ſo; juſt ſo it is to make a Body preſent, and yet to have no Di- 

menſions of a Body. Is there any real difference between the Nature 
of a Body and Spirit? Wherein lies it? Is it not as repugnant for a 
Body to be after che manner of a Spirit, as for a Body and Spirit to be 


the ſame ? 14980 


P. All this W upon not conſidering the alen between the 
Eſſential Extenſwn of a Boay, and that which 1 is quantitative, and bath 
relation to Place. 


Pr. The Eſſemial Extenſion of a Body without Quantity, is Nor- ſenſe, 


and a Contradiction. For it is to make a Body extended and not ex- 
tended, at the ſame time. I pray tell me what you mean by 4 Boch, as 
it is oppoſed to 2 Spirit y 

P. I mean as all Mankind do, ſuch a Subſtance which conſiſts of 
Parts extended and diviſible. 

Pr. Then being extended and dividibile;: are the natural and eſſential. 
Properties of a Body. And therefore, to ſuppoſe a Body not to be ex-' 
tended and diviſible, is to ſuppoſe it not to be a Body, which is a plain 
Contradiction. 


P. You are to diſtinguiſh between the Intrinſecal uantity, which is 


an inſeparable Ne f a Body, and the 'Extrinſeca Relation it hath 
to a Place. 


Pr. Istrinſecal Quantity without Relation to Place, is intrinſecal Non. 


ſenſe. For, how is it poſſible for extended Parts to have no Relation 


to Place ? 


P. By Nee ee b gig, what! the Part-of 5 Wed infant | 


to the Parts of a Place : but by Intrinſecal Quantity, I mean, that there 
is the real order and proportion of Parts in the B it ſelf, but it 
doth not fill up the Place. 


Fr. Then you do ſuppoſe the Body of Chriſt in the Euchatilt, to 


1 all the diſtinct Parts lof a Body, with their due Order and m_ 
tion, but to be in the Sacrament after an indivifible manner. 

P. Why not? 

Pr. Do you think it poſuble or the real and entire Body of a Manto 


be crouded into the compaſs of a Wafer, with all the difference of its 


Ro ſo that no true Part of the Body be ue 2 
F. Les by Divine Power, 198 
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Pr. Do you think a far leſs thing poſſible than that, vis. that a Man's 
Head and Shoulders, and Arms, ſhould be contained entire and diſtinct 
under the Nail of his little Finger ? 

P. Why not? | 

Pr. Then why may not the greateſt Body be within the leaſt > Why 
may not an Elephant be caught in a Mouſe-trap, and a Rhinoceros be 
put into a Snuff. box? For either there is a Repugnancy in the Nature of 
the thing, for a greater Body to be within a leſs, or there is not; if not, 
then theſe mentioned Inſtances are poſſible ; if there be, then the ſup- 
poſition of Divine Power can give no relief, unleſs you ſuppoſe, that 
God can do things repugnant in themſelves, i. e. that he can do things 


which cannot be done. But I pray tell me, if the very Body of Chriſt 
be by Tranſubſtantiation in the Wafer, with all its Parts in their due 


order, then the Head muſt be diſtant from the Feet, and all the other 
Organs in their proper places; but this cannot poſſibly be ſuppoſed, 
where there is no meaſure of diſtance as Place 1s, and the whole Body is 
in a point. 7155 

P. I ſay again, there is the juſt order of Parts conſidered inthemſelves, 
but not with reſpect to Place. | 77 

Pr. Then it is impoſlible there ſhould be any diſtance; without 
which it is impoſſible there ſhould be the order of Parts in a Human 
Body. . Thus, there is a Repugnancy in the very ſuppoſition of Chriſt's 
Body being in the Wafer, tho* there were but one ſingle Wafer; but 
when to this we add, that it is equally thus preſent in thouſands of 


Wafers at what diſtance of Place ſoever, the Abſurdities do increaſe - 


and multiply ſo faſt upon us, that it is hardly poſſible to imagin any 
thing concerning a Body, which doth imply more than this doth. As 
that one and the ſame Body ſhould be indiviſibly preſent in many places, 
where it muſt be divided from it ſelf, by ſo many Bodies interpofing : 
1o that it is impoſſible to apprehend how two Bodies can be divided from 
one another more effectually, than ſuch a Body muſt be from it ſelf, if 
it be preſent in many places at once. © & D | 
P. I pray ſtop here; for reckon up as many Abſurdities as you will, 
they are all but the Effects of Carnal Reaſon, and we muſt captivate our 
Underſtanding to the Obedience of Faith, . 


Pr. Then it is to no purpoſe to argue any farther, on the point 


of Reaſon, and I thought you deſigned this for one part of your 
Parallel. 8 | . a a 

P. So I did; and! {till ſay, there are things as hard to make out a- 
bout the Trinity, which you have not yet taken notice of. i 

_ I pray let us hear them, that we may put an end to this Diſ- 
come. | meth: 192 

P. What ſay you then to one and the ſame Nature being in three di- 
ſtin& Perſons, which Bellarmin ſaith, ie more wonderful, than that one 


Body ſhould be. in many Places; becauſe the Nature is identified with 


the Perſons, but the Body is not ſo with the Places in which it is preſent. 
If therefore the ſame Nature be not divided from it ſelf in the Perſons 
of the Trinity, hw much more eaſily may one Body be preſent in ſe- 
veral places, and. not be divided from it ſelf? erte 

Pr. It is ſtrange neither Bellarmin nor you ſhould difcern the diffe- 
rence. For the reaſon why a Body muſt be divided from it ſelf, being 
in ſeveral places, is, becauſe it is finite; and there being no Penetra- 


tion of Dimenſions in Bodies, the interpoſing of other Bodies muſt needs 


divide 


* 
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Divine Nature may be in ſeveral Perfons, is, becauſe it is Infinite]; and 
therefore nothing can bound or difcontinue it. WET Gs 
P. You have talked much of Contradictions ; Is there any greater 
about Tranſubftantiation, than that of Eternal Generation of the Son in 
the Myſtery of the Trinity? for, if it be not proper Generation, then 
you cannot infer from it, that the Son is of the ſame Subſtance with the 
Father; if it be, then it muſt be a proceeding from not being to being, 
and fo an Eternal Generation is a Contradicion. 3 1 
Pr. It is a Rule in common Reaſon, That all Attributes muſt be un- 
derſtood according to the Nature of the Subjects. And therefore, if 
the Subſect here ſpoken of be of ſuch a Nature, as to be uncapable of 
proceeding from not being to being, then whatever is affirmed of it, muſt 
be ſo underſtood, as not to deftroy its Nature. The Term of Gene- 
ration alone is not, it may be, ſufficient to prove the Son Co- eſſential 
with the Father, becauſe it might have been uſed improperly and me- 
taphorically. But when from the Scripture, it otherwiſe appears that 
the Son of God being the Word, was in the beginning with God, and 
was God, John 1. 1; and we ſoon after find him called the only begotten 
of the Father, Ver. 14. and the only begotten Son, Ver. 18. we have 
| reaſon to infer from hence his Eternal Generation. Whichi muſt not be 
underſtood in ſuch a mean ſenſe as is agreeable to Creatures, but as it 
is conſiſtent with the Eſſential Attributes of God, of which neceſſary 
Exiſtence is one. So that by Eternal Generation, no more can be 
meant, than ſuch an Emanation of the Son from the Father, as doth 
ſuppoſe them to have the ſame Nature and Co-exiſtence : which is beſt 
repreſented by the Rays of the Sun coming from the Fountain of Light; 
if they were permanent, and not ſueceſſiwe. | 
P. What fay you then to the Myſtery of the Incarnation? Is it not 
more wonderful, as Bellarmin obſerves, that there ſhould be one Hypo- 
ſtaſis in two Natures, than one Body in two Places? ſince the Union is 
greater between the Hypoſtaſis and the Natures, than between the Body 
and the Places it is in; the one being intrinſecal and ſubſtantial, the o- 
ther extrinſecal and accidental. AT this Hypoſtaſis is the ſame with the 
Divine Nature, and yet is moſt cloſely united with the Human Nature, 
which is ſo different from the Divine ;, ſo that it is incomprebenſible 2 
ws, hom in that Union the Natures are not confounded, or the Hypoſtaſis 
divided. 15 
Pr. Suppoſe now we grant all this, that there is an incomprehenſible 
Myſtery in the Incarnation, what follows from thence? Have I not hi- 
therto owned, that there muſt be ſomething incomprehenſible by us, 
in what relates to the Divine Nature? And it is the leſs wonder it is ſo 
in the Incarnation, wherein an Union is implied between an Infinite and 
Finite Nature; when the Union of the Soul and Body, though beth 
Finite, is above our Comprehenſion, though we our ſelves confift of 
Souls and Bodies ſo united? But what Conſequence is it, if we are not 
able to explain this, that then we muſt admit that the ſame Body may 
be not merely in two, but in ten thouſand places at the fame time ? 
i. e. If we cannot explain the Hypoſtatical Union, then all manner of 
Abſurdities muſt go down with us, relate to things of a very diffe- 
rent Nature from it. Re 


| divide the ſame Body in diftant places ; but the Reaſon why the fame 
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P. Jam glad to find you are ſet at laſt, and that now you have a Diffi- 
culty before you which you can never get through. _ _ wt 
Pr. Be not too confident z I have only hitherto denied the Conſe. 
quence as to the Difficulties of Tranſulſtantiation. But it is poſlible, that 
ſetting aſide the Confuſion of School-Terms, I may be able to give a far 
more intelligible and reaſonable Account of the Incarnation it ſelf, than 
you can ever do of Tranſubſtantiation. | N | 


_ 
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P. Firſt ſhew that it is poſſible, and then explain the manner of 
Pr. But let us in the firſt place agree what we mean by it. 
P. By the Incarnation, I mean, the Union of tlie Divine and Humane 
Nature, ſo as to make one Perſon in Chriſt. 7 
Pr. If this be not poſſible, it muſt either be, 1. Becauſe two Na- 
tures different from each other, cannot be united to make one Perſon: * 
The contrary whereof appears in the Union of Soul and Body to the 
Perſon of a Man. Or, 2. Becauſe it is impoſſible that an Infinite Na- 
ture ſhould be united to a Finite. I 
P. How can there be an Union poſſible, between two Beings infinitely 
diſtant from each other ? _ FJ. 
Pr. Not in that reſpe& wherein the Diſtance is Infinite; but if 
there be nothing deſtructive to either Nature in ſuch an Union, and 
the Infinite Nature do condeſcend to it, why may it not be ſo uni- 
ted to an Intelligent Finite Being, as to make one Perſon together with 
it? For in reſpe& of Union, the Diſtance is not ſo great between Finite 
and Infinite, as between Body and Spirit. 1 55 
P. The Diſtance is Infinite in one Cafe, but not in the otler. 
Pr. I do not ſpeak of them, with reſpect to Perfections, but to 
Union; and an infinite Diſtance in that muſt imply an abſolute Re- 
pugnancy, which you can never prove: For, ſince Body and Spirit 
may be united to make one Perſon, an Infinite Spirit may be united to 
a Finite Nature. At. e ears ds te | 
P. But the manner of the Hypoſtatical Union is impoſſible to be 
G EL ee V 5 
Pr. Let the thing be granted poſſible, and the difficulty of conceiv- 
ing the manner may be as great in the Union of Soul and Body. Will 
vou undertake to explain that to me? and yet I hope you believe 
it. But, let us hear your Difficulties again, which you object from 
Bellarmine. | | | 5 9 ES 
Pe. That there ſbould be but one Hypoſtaſis in two Natures ;, and that 
| p+ for. Union the Natures ſhould not be confounded, nor tbe Hypoſtaſts 
divided. 8 4 U,, wars doe b ira 
Pr. All theſe Difficulties ariſe from the fenſe of the word Hypo- 
ſtaſis. Which originally ſignifies a Real Being, and not ſuch which 
depends only on Fancy and Imagination; from thence its ſignification 
was enlarged, not only to things real, (in oppoſition to mere Appear- 
ances, and Creatures of the Mind) but to ſuch a thing which did 
ſubſict of it ſelf, and had not its ſubſiſtence in another, as Accidents 
had, So that an 7 1 was 4 real Subſtance which had ſubſiſi- 
ence in it ſelf. But ſuch are of two kinds, as the Greek Fathers ob- 
Jer be) Such as are real Subſtances in themſelves, but yet are 
capable of being joined with another, to make up à Perſon ; thus 
the Soul and Body have two different Hypoſtaſes, and make up but 
3 | | | one 
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one Perſon of a Man. (2,) It is taken, for a compleat individual 
Snb/{:ſtence, wich is not joined with any other as a Part; and fo 
Hypoſtaſis is the ſame with 2 Perſon, which is nothing elſe but a 
compleat, intelligent, individual Hypoſtaſis. And in this ſenſe there 
= be but one Hypoſtaſss in Chriſt, i. e. one Perſon, tho' there be two 

Jatures. "37 . | 


x 


P. But our Divines ſay, that the Human Nature aftet the Union hath | 


no Hypoſtaſts, it being ſwallowed up by the Divine. 
Pr. I know they do; but if they mean that the Humane Na- 


ture, after the Union, loſes that ſubſſtence which is proper to the 
Humane Nature, it is impoſſible for them to avoid the Entychian 


Hereſy, condemned by the Council of Chalcedon; but if they mean 
no more than that there is @ true Nature, but no Perſon, ſave on- 
ly that which reſults from both Natures; they then agree with the 
Senſe of the Church, which condemned the Eurychians. For as much 
as the Hereſies of Neſtorius and Eutyches differ d in themſelves, they 
were both built on the ſame Ground, vis. that there could be no 
true Nature, but there muſt be a Perſon ; and that two Natures could 
not make one Perſon, From whence Neſtorius aſſerted there were 
two Perſons in Chriſt; and Eutyches denied that there were cwo Na- 
INVES. 


P. What doth all this ſignify, but that the Authority of the Church 


muſt determine whether there be two Natures, or two Perſons in 


Chriſt ? | e 
Pr. It ſeems then, the whole Buſineſs wherein the General Councils 
were ſo warmly concerned, was only to make an Eccleſiaſtical Difi- 


onary, and to appoint what words are to be uſed, and what not, D 


you think then, there were no ſuch real Hereſies as Neſtorianiſm and 


Eutyc hianiſin, but only they happened to take the words Nature 
and Perſon in another ſenſe than the Church would have Men uſe 
then? 1 | | 
P. I truſt the Church for all theſe things. | 

Pr. Then if the Church would have you affirm two Perſons and 
one Nature, or two Natures and one Perſon, it were all one to 

ou. | 

. P. Why not ? ſince the Church muſt determine. . 

Pr. What if you had been to diſpute with Neſforius and Euty- 
ches ? | 1 

Pi. I would have told them, they muſt ſubmit to the Church about 
the uſe of words. | : 

Pr. And they would have laughed at you for your pains : For the 
Controverſy was really about the Truth of Chrit's Incarnation, (as the 
Fathers proved, and the Councils determined) which in Conſequence 
was rejected by both of them; as I will evidently prove, if you have 
any longer Patience. EINE 8 | 

P. I beg your pardon, Sir, I have heard enough of all Conſcience 
already. 


Pr. I think ſo too, to make you aſhamed of your Parallel between 
the Doctrine of the Trinity, and Tranſubſtantiation. 

And methinks, for the ſake of our common Chriſtianity , you 
ſhould no more venture upon ſuch bold and unreaſonable Compa- 
riſons. Do you in earneſt think, it is all one, whether Meri do be- 
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lieve a God, or Providence, or Heaven, or Hell, or the Trinity and 
Incarnation of Chriſt, if they do not believe Tranſubſtantiation? We 
have heard much of late about Old and New Popery; but if this be 


the way of Repreſenting New Popery, by expoſing the common Arti- 


cles of Faith, it will ſet the Minds of all good Chriſtians farther 
from it than ever. For upon the very ſame Grounds, we may expect 
another Parallel between the belief of a God and Tranſubſtantiation ;, the 


effect of which will be, the expoſing of all Religion. This is a ve- 
ry deſtructive and miſchievous Method of Proceeding , but our com- 


fort is, that it is very unreaſonable ; as I hope, hath fully appeared N 


this Diſcourſe. 
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F the Papers, beve anſwered, had not been 2 publick] by diſperſed 
1 through the Nation, a due Reſpect to the Name they bear, wou 


haue 5 the Author from Alg 354 Anſwer to them. Bur be- 
cauſe they v now fall into many hands, who without ſome afſiſt- 
ance may not readily — ſome difficulties ſtarted by them, He thought 
it not unbecoming bis duty to God and the King, to give a clearer light to 
the Things contained in them. And it can be no reflection on the Authority | 
of a Prince, for u private Subject to examine a piece of Coyn as to its juſt 
value, though it bears His Image and Superſcription upon it. In matters 
that concern Faith and Salvation, wwe muſt proc all things, and hold 
faſt that which 1 is good. 
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ANSWER 


TO THE 


FIRST PAPER 


ſatisfaction in this Firſt Paper; the Deſign of it being to put an 
end to Particular Diſputes ;, to which I am fo little a Friend, that 
I could have been glad to have found, as much reaſon in it to con- 


1 all men could believe ar they pleaſed, I ſhould not have fail'd of 


vince, as I ſaw there was a fair appearance to deceive. But there is a 


Law in our Minds diſtin& from that of our Inclinations; and out of a 
juſt and due regard to That, we muſt examine the moſt plaufible Wri- 
tings, though back'd with the greateſt Authority, before we yield our 
Aſſent unto them. 80 | 85 

If particular Controverſies about Matters of Faith could be ended by 
a Principle, as viſible as that the Scripture is in Print, all men of ſence 
would ſoon give over Diſputing; for none who dare believe what the 
ſee, can call that in Queſtion. But what if the Church, whoſe Aut ho- 
rity, it is ſaid, they muſt ſubmit to, will not allow them to believe what 
they ſee? How then can this be a ſufficient reaſon to perſuade them 
to believe the Church, becauſe it is as viſible as that the Scripture is in 


Print ? unleſs we muſt only uſe our ſenſes to find out the Church, and 


renounce them aſſoon as we have done it. Which is a very bad requi- 

tal of them, and no great Honour to the Church which requires it. 
But with all due ſubmiſſion, it is no more viſible that the Roman 

Church is the Catholick Church, than it is, that a part is the whole, and 

"= moſt corrupt part, that one Church, which Chriſt hath here upon 

art h. | | 
It is agreed among all Chriſtians, That Chriſt can have but one 
Church upon Earth, as there 1s but one Lord, one Faith, one Baptiſm. And 


this is that Church we profeſs to believe in the two Creeds. But if thoſe, 


*who made thaſe Creeds for our direction, had intended the Roman Catho- 
lick Church, why was it not ſo exprefſed? How came it to paſs that ſuch 
a limitation of the ſenſe of Chriſt's Catholic Church to the Roman, ſhould 
never be put to Perſons to be Baptized in any Age of the Church ? For 
I do not find in the Office of Baptiſm, even in the Raman Church, that 
it is required that they believe the Roman Catholick Church, or that 
they deny the validity of Baptiſm out of the Communion of the Re- 
man Church. From whence it is to me as viſible as that the Scripture 
3s in Print, that the Church of Rome it ſelf doth not believe that it is, 
the one Catholick Church mentioned in the two Creeds; For then it muſt 
void all Baptiſm out of its Communion, which it hath never yet done. 
And as long as Baptiſm doth enter Perſons into the Catholick Church, 
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it is impoſſible, that all who have the true form of Baptiſm, though out 
of the Communion of the Roman Church, ſhould be Members of the 
Catbolick Church; and yet the Communion of the Roman and Catholick 
be all one; as it muſt be if the Roman Church, be the Catholick and 


Apoſtolick Church profeſſed in the Creeds, . 

If we had been ſo happy to have lived in thoſe Bleſſed Times, 2b ben 
the multitude of them that believed were of one heart and of one ſpul, it 
had been no — to have ſhewed that one viſible Church, which 
Chriſt had here upon Earth. But they muſt be great ſtrangers to the 
Hiſtory of the Church, who have not heard of the early and great Di- 
viſions in the Communion of it. And there was a remarkable diffe- 
rence in the Nature of thoſe Schiſms, which happened in the Church 5 
which being not conſidered hath been the occaſion of great miſapplica- 
tion of the ſayings of the Ancients about the One Catholic Church. 
Some did ſo break off Communion with other parts of the Catholick 


Church, as to challenge that Title wholly to themſelves; as was evident 


in the caſe of the Novatians and Donatiſts;, for they rebaptiz'd all that 
embrac'd their Communion. Others were caſt out of Communion up- 
on particular differences; which were not ſuppoſed to be of ſuch a na- 
ture, as to make them no members of the Catholick Church. So the 
Biſhops of Rome excommunicated the Biſhops of 4ſia for not keeping 
Eaſter when They did; and the Biſhops both of Afza and Africa, for not 
allowing the Baptiſm of Hereticks. But is it reaſonable to ſuppoſe, that 


upon theſe Differences they ſhut out all thoſe Holy Biſhops and Martyrs 


from the poſlibility of Salvation, by excluding thein from their Com- 
munion ? If not, then there may be different Communions among 


# 


Chriſtians, which may ſtill continue Parts of the Catholick Church; and 


conſequently no one Member of ſuch a Diviſion ought to aſſume to it 


| ſelf the Title and Authority of the One Carbolick Church. But if any 
One Part doth ſo, though never ſo great and conſpicuous, it is guilty of. 


the ſame Preſumption with the Novatians and Donariſt +, and is as much 
cauſe of the Schiſms, which happen thereupon in the Chureh, as they 


were. | y 
For a long time before the Reformation, there had been great and 


conſiderable breaches, between the Eaſtern and Weſtern Churches; — 4 


much that they did renounce each others Communion. And in the 
Differences four Patriarchal Churches joined together againſt the fifth, 


viz. that of the Biſhop of Rome. But the Eaſtern Patriarchs ſinking 
in their Power, by the horrible Invaſion of the Enemies of the Chriſti- 


an Faith; and the Biſhops of Rome advancing themſelves to ſo much 
Authority, by the advantages they took from the kindneſs of ſome 
Princes, and the Weakneſs of others, They would hear of no other 


terms of accommodation with the Eaſtern Churches, but by an intire 


ſubmiſſion to the Pope as Head of the Catholick Church. Which all the 


Churches of the Eaſt refuſed, however different among themſelves; 
and to this day look 6n the Pope's Supremacy as an Innovation in the 
Church, and Uſurpation on the Rights of the other Patriatchs and Bi- 


ſhops. In all thoſe Churches the Two Creeds are profeſſed, true Baptiſm 


adminiſtred, and an undoubted Succeſſion of Biſhops from the Apoſtles; 


How then come they to be excluded from being Parts of the One Ca- 


| tholick and Apoſtolick Church? And if they be not excluded, how can 


the Roman Church aſſume to it ſelf that glorious Title? So that it 
ſeems to me as viſible as that the Scripture is in Print, that the Roman 
| . Church 
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Church neither is, nor can be that One Church, which Chriſt left upon 
Earth. ö : 

And this Principle being removed (which ought to be taken for 
granted, ſince it can never be proved) we muſt unavoidably enter into 
the Ocean of Particular Diſputes. And I know no reaſon any can have to 
be ſo afraid of it, fince we have ſo ſure a Compaſs, as the Holy Scrip- 
ture to direct our paſſage. But the reaſon of avoiding particular Dif- 
putes is, becauſe the evidence is too clear in them, that the Church of 
Rome hath notoriouſly deviated from this infallible Rule. And it is as 
impoſſible for a Church, which hath erred, to be Infallible, as for a 


Church really Infallible, to err. But if a Church pretend to prove her 


Infallibility by Texts, which are not ſo clear, as thofe which prove her 
to have actually erred; then we have greater reaſon to recede from 


her Errors, than to be deceived with ſuch a fallible pretence to Infal- 
libility. ve | | 


Well ! But it is not left to every phamaſlical man's bead to believe as 
be pleaſes, but to the Church. | 


And is it indeed left to the Church to believe as it pleaſes £ But the 
meaning I ſuppoſe is, that thoſe, who reje& the Authority of the Ro- 


man Catholick Church, do leave every man to believe according to his 


own fancy. Certainly thoſe of the Church of England, cannot be lia- 
ble to any imputation of this Nature. For our Church receives the three 
Creeds, and embraces the four General Councils, and profeſſes to hold 
nothing contrary to any Univerſal Tradition of the Church from the 
Apoſtles times. And we have often offered to put the Controverſies be- 
tween Us and the Church of Rome upon that iſſue. And do not thoſe 


rather believe as they pleaſe, who believe the Roman Church to be the 


Catholick Church, without any colour from Scriptures, ' Antiquity or 
Reaſon? Do not thoſe believe as they pleaſe, who can believe againſt 
the moſt convincing Evidence of their own ſenſes? Do not thoſe believe 
as they pleaſe, who can reconcile the lawfulneſs of the Worſhip of Ima- 


ges, with God's forbidding it, the Communion in one kind with Chriſt's 


Inſtitution, and the praying in an unknown Tongue with the four- 
teenth Chapter of the firſt Epiſtle to the Corinthians? 

But all theſe and many other Abſurdities may go down by vertue of 
the Church's Authority, to whom, it is ſaid, Chriſt left the Power upon 
Earth to govern us in matters of Faith, We do not deny that the Church 
hath Authority of declaring matters of Faith, or elſe it never could 
have condemn'd the ancient Hereſies. But then we muſt conſider the 
difference between the Univerſal Church in a General and free Council, 
declaring the ſenſe of Scripture in Articles of Faith, generally received 
in the Chriſtian Church from the Apoſtles Times, as was done when 
the Nicene Creed was made; and a Faction in the Church aſſuming to 
it ſelf the Title of Catholick, and proceeding by other rules, than the 
firſt Councils did, and impoſing new Opinions and Practices, as things 
neceſſary to the Communion of the Catholick Church. And this is the 
true Point in difference between us and thoſe of the Roman Church, 
about the Church's Authority in matters of Faith, ſince the Council of 
Trent, For we think we have very great reaſon to complain, when 2 
Party in the Church, the moſt corrupt and obnoxious, takes boo: : 
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ſelf to define many new Doctrines, as neceſſary Points of Faith, which 


have neither Scripture, nor Univerſal Tradition for them. 


It were n very irrational thing, we are told, 20 make Laws for 2 Chu 
try, and leave it to the Inhabitants to be Interpreters and udges of thoſs 
Laws, for then every Man will be his own Fudge, and by tonſequencez no 


ſuch thing as either Right or Wrong. 


But is it not as irrational to allow an Uſurper to interpret the Laws to 


his own advantage, againſt the juſt Title of the Prince, and the true 


Intereſt of the People? And if it be not reaſonable for any private Per- 
ſon to be his awn Fudge, why ſhould a publick Invader be ſo? But we 
hope it will be allowed to the Loyal Inhabitants of a Country, ſo far 
to interpret the Laws, as to be able to underſtand the Duty they owe to 
their King, and to juſtifie his Right againſt all the Pretences of Uſur- 
pers. And this is as much as we plead for in this caſe. | 

Can we therefore ſuppoſe, That God Almighty would leave us at thoſe 
uncertainties, as to give us a Rule to go by, and leave every Man to be bis 


own Judge? 


And can we reaſonably ſuppoſe, That God Almighty ſhould give us a 
Rule not capable of being underſtood by thoſe ro whom it was given, iti 
order to the great End of it, vis. the ſaving of their Souls? For this 


was the main end of the Rule, to direct us in the way to Heaven, and 
not merely to determine Controverſies. The Staff, which a Man uſes, 


may ſerve to meaſure things by, but the principal deſign is to walk 
with it. So it is with the Holy Scripture, if Controverſies ariſe: It is 
fit to examine and compare them with this infallible Rule; but when 
that is done, to help us in our way to Heaven, is that which it was 
chiefly intended for. And no Man can think it of equal conſequence 
to him, not to be miſtaken, and not to be damned. In matters of Good 
and Evil, every Man's Conſcience is his immediate Judge, and why not 


in matters of Truth and Falſhood? Unleſs we ſuppoſe Mens involuntary 


Miſtakes to be more dangerous than their wilful Sins. 


But after all, We. do not leave every Man to be bis own Fudge, any 


farther than it concerns his own Salvation, which depends upon his par- 
ticular care and ſincerity. For to prevent any dangerous Miſtakes By 
the artifice of Seducers, we do allow the aſſiſtance of thoſe ſpiritual 
Guides, which God hath appointed 1n his Church, for the better in- 


ſtructing and governing private Perſons : We embrace the ancient Creeds, 


as a ſummary comprehenſion of the Articles of Faith; and think no 
Man ought to follow his own particular Fancy, againſt Doctrines fo 
univerſally received in the Chriſtian Church, from the Apoſtles Times. 


I do aſt any ingenuous Man, whether it be not the ſame thing, to follow 
our own Fancy, or to interpret Scripture by it. 1 5 


If we allowed no Creeds, no Fathers, no Councils, there might have 
been-ſome colour for ſuch a Queſtion. But do we permit Men to in- 
terpret Scripture according to their own Fancy, who live in a Church, 
which owns the Doctrine of the Primitive Church more frankly and in- 
FO genuouſly, 
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genuouſly, than any Church in the World beſides, without ſetting up 
any private Spirit againſt it, or the preſent Roman Church to be the Inter. 
preter of it. And now I hope I may have leave to aſk ſome Queſtions 
of any ingenuous Man; as, Whether it be not the ſame thing for the 
Church of Rome to make the Rule, as to aſſume to it ſelf the ſole Pow- 
er of giving the ſenſe of it? For what can a Rule ſignifie without the 
ſenſe ? And if this were the intention of Almighty God, had it not been 
as neceſſary to have told us, to whom he hed given the Power of inter- 
reting the Rule, as to have given the Rule it ſelf? Whether it be rea- 
ſomible for the Church of Rome, to interpret thoſe Texts, wlierein this 


power of interpreting is to be contained? For this is to make it Judge 


in its own Cauſe, which was thought an abſurdity before. And whether 


it be not as miſchievous to allow a proſperous Uſurper the power of in- 
terpreting Laws, according to his own Intereſt, as any private Perſon, 
according to his own Fancy? Whether it be poſſible to reform Diſorders 
in the Church, when the Perſon principally accuſed is ſupreme Judge? 
Whether thoſe can be indifferent Judges in Councils, who before-hand 
take an Oath, to.defend that Authority which 1s to be debated ? Whe- 
ther Tradition be not as uncertain a Rule, as Fancy, when Men judge of 
Tradition according to their Fancy ? OWE 


I would have any Man ſhew'me, where*the Power of deciding matters of | 


Faith is given to every particular Man. 


If by deciding matters of Faith be underſtood the determining them 
in ſuch a manner, as to oblige others, 1 do not know where it is given 
to every particular Man, nor how it ſhould be. For then every particu- 
lar Man would have a power over every particular Man; and there would 
want a new deciſion, whoſe ſhould take place. But if by deciding mat- 
ters of Faith, no more be meant, but every Man's being ſatisfied of the 
Reaſons, why he believes one thing to be true, and not another; that 


belongs to every Man, às he is bound to take care of his Soul, and muſt 


give an account both to God and Man of the Reaſon of his Faith. And 
what can be meant in Scripture by Proving all things, and holding fait 


that which is good, 1 Theſſ. 5. 21. By trying the Spirits, whether they by 


of God, 1 John 4. 1. Ey judging of themſelves what. is right, Luke 12. 
57. unleſs God hath given to Mankind a Faculty of diſcerning Truth 
and Falſhood in Matters of Faith. But if every Man hath not ſuch a 
Power, how comes he to be fatisfied about the Church's Authority? ls 
not that a matter of Faith? And where ever any perſon will ſhew me, 
that every Man hath a Power to determine his Faith in that matter, I'll 
undertake to ſhew him the reſt, PERL - 


Cyriſ left bis Power to bis Church, even to forgive Sins in Heaven, and | 
left his Spirit with them, which they exerciſed after his Reſurre&ion, 


But where then was the Roman Catholick Church? And how can it be 
hence inferred, That theſe Powers are now in the Church of Rome, ex- 
cluſive to all others, unleſs it be made appear that it was Heir- General 
to all the Apoſtles ? I ſuppoſe it will be granted, that the Apoſtles had 
ſome Gifts of the Spirit, which the Church of Rome will not in mode- 
ſty pretend to; ſuch as the Gift of Tongues, the Spirit of Diſcerning, 

Propheſie, 
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Propheſie, miraculous Cures and Puniſhments. Now, here lies the dif- 
ficulty, to ſhew what part of the Promiſe of the infallible Spirit ( for 
the ordinary Power of the Keys relates not to this matter) was to expire 
with the Apoſtles, and what was to be continued to the Church in all 


Ages. A Promiſe of Divine Aſſiſtance is denied by none but Pelagians : 


But how far that extends, is the Queſtion. In the Souls of good Men 
it is ſo as to keep them in the way to Heaven, but not to prevent any 
lapſe into fin ; and it were worth our knowing, where God hath ever 

romiſed to keep any Men more from Error, than from Sin. Doth he 
hate one more than the other? Is one more diſagreeing to the Chri- 
ſtian Doctrine than the other? How came then ſo much to be ſaid for 
the keeping Men from Error, when at the ſame time, they confeſs they 
may not only commit great Sins, but err very dangerouſly in the moſt ſo- 


lemn manner, in what relates to the Doctrine of Manners. Would any 


have believed the Apoſtles infallible, if they had known them to 
be Perſons of ill Lives; or that they had notoriouſly erred in ſome 
Rules of great conſequence to the welfare of Mankind? Now, all this 
is freely yielded, as to the pretence of Infallibility in the Church of 
Rome, It is granted, that the Guides of that Church have been very 
bad Men; and that in Councils they have frequently erred about the 
depoſing Power, being only a Matter of Practice, and not of Faith. 
Whether it be ſo or not, I now diſpute not; but it 1s granted, that not- 
withſtanding this infallible Spirit, the Roman Church may groſly err in 
a matter of mighty conſequence to the Peace of Chriſtendom; and yet 
it cannot err in decreeing the leaſt matters of Faith. As for inſtance, it 
can by nb means err about the ſeven Sacraments, or the Intention of the 
Prieſi about them; but it may err about Depaſing Princes, and Abſolving 
Subjects from their allegiance ;, which in eaſier terms is, They can never 
err about their own Intereſt, but they may about any other whatſo- 
r | | 
J paſs over the next Paragraph, the ſenſe being imperfect, and what 
is material about the Creeds, hath been ſpoken to already. 

That which next deſerves conſideration, 1s, - | 


| That the Church was the Fudge even of the Scripture it ſelf, 

years after the Apoſiles, = Books were Canonical, and 15 pee 
not. | ; | . x f 
We have a diſtinction among us of Judges of the Law, and Judges 
of the Fact The One declares what the Lows, the Fact being ſuppo- 
poſed; the Other gives judgment upon the Fact, as it appears before them. 
Now in this caſe about the Canonical Books, the Church is not judge of 
the Law. For they are not to declare whether a Book appearing to be 
Canonical ought by it to be received for Canonical, (which is taken for 
granted among all Chriſtians) but all they have to do, is to give Judg- 
ment upon the matter of Fact, i. e. whether it appear upon ſufficient 
evidence to have been a Book written by Divine Inſpiration. And the 
Church of Rome hath no particular privilege in this matter, but gives its 
Judgment as other parts of the Chriſtian World do: And if it takes up- 
on it to judge contrary to the general ſenſe of the Chriſtian Church, we 
are not to be concluded by it; but an Appeal lies to a greater Tribunal 
of the Univerſal Church. a el ag N 
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And if they bad this Power, then I deſire to know, how they came to 
tofe it? 25 


Who are meant by They ? And what is underſtood by this Power 2 
It is one thing for a Part of the Church to give Teſtimony to a matter 
of Fact, and another to aſſume the Power of making Books Canonical, 
which were not ſo. This latter no Church in the World hath, and 
therefore can never loſe it. The former is only Matter of Teſtimony, 
and all parts of the Church are concerned in it, and it depends as other 
Matters of Fact do, on the Skill and Fidelity of the Reporters. 


And by what Auchority Men ſeparate themſelves from that Church? 


What Church 2 The Catholick and Apoſtolick. We own no Sepa- 
ration from that; but we are diſ-joyned from the Communion of the 


Roman Church, that we may keep up the ſtricter Union with the truly 
Catholick and Apeſtolick Church. And this is no Separating our ſelves, 
but being caſt out by an Uſurping Faction in the Church; becauſe we 
would not ſubmit to the unreaſonable Conditions of Communion impoſed 


by it; the chief whereof is owning all the Uſurpation, which hath by 


degrees been brought into it. To make this plain by an Example : Sup- 
pole a proſperous Uſurper in this Kingdom had gained a conſiderable 
Intereſt in it, and challenged a Title to the whole, and therefore re- 
quired of all the King's Subjects, within his Power, to own him to be 
Rightful King: Upon this, many of them are forced to withdraw, be- 


cauſe they will not own. his Title: Is this an act of Rebellion, and not 


rather of true Loyalty 2 Schiſm in the Church is like Rebellion in the 
State. The Pope declares himſelf Head of the Catholick Church, and 
hath formed himſelf a kind of Spiritual Kingdom in the Weſt ; altho' 
the other parts of the Chriſtian World declare againſt it, as an Uſurpa- 
tion. However, he goes on, and makes the owning his Power a neceſ- 
ſary Condition of being of his Communion. This many of the We- 
{tern Parts, as well as Faſtern, diſown and reject, and therefore are ex- 
cluded Communion with that Church, whereof he is owned to be the 
Head. The Queftion now is, Who gives the Octafion to this Separa- 
tion? whether the Pope, by requiring the owning his Uſurpation, or 
We, by declaring againſt it2 Now, if the Conditions, he requires, be 
unjuſt and unreaſonable ; if his Authority, he challenges, over the Ca- 
tholick Church, be a mere Uſurpation (for which we have not only the 
Conſent of the other Parts of the Chriſtian World, but of Scripture and 
the Ancient Church) then we are not to be condemned, for ſuch a Se- 
Nerd was unavoidable, if we would not comply with the 

ope's Uſurpation. And upon this Foot the Controverſie about Schiſm 
ſtands between Us and the Church of Rome, __ 


| The only Pretence I ever beard of vas; becauſe the Church bath fail'd 


in wreſting und interpreting, the Scripture contrary to the true ſenſe and 


meaning of it; and that | they have. impaſed Articles of Faith upon us, 
which are nat to be warranted by Ged's Word. I do deſire to knom who 
2s tobe Fudge of that, whether the whale Church, the Succeſſion wherecf 


bath continued to this day without interruption ; ar: particular Men, ho 


baue raiſed Schiſms for their own advantage. 
a — This 
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The whole force of this Paragraph depends upon a Suppoſition, ick 
is taken for granted, but will never be yielded by Us, and we are ſure 


can never be proved by thoſe of the Church of Rome, viz. That in the 


new impoſed Articles, the whole Church in a continued Succeſſion hath 
been of the ſame judgment with them, and only ſome few Particular 
Men in theſe laſt Ages have Oppoſed them. Whereas the great ling 
we inffiſt upon ne$t to the Holy Scripture is, that they can never prove 
the Points in difference, by an Univerſal Tradition from the Apoſtles 
Times, either as to the Papal Supremacy, or the other Articles defined 
by the Council of Trent. We do not take upon our ſelves to contradict the 
Univerſal ſenſe of the Chriſtian Church from the Apoſtles Times in any 


one Point. But the true Reaſon of the proceeding of the Church of Fne- 


land was this. While the Pope's Authority was hereteceiyed and obeyed, 
there was no liberty of ſearching into abuſes, or the ways of Reforming 
them. But when Men were encouraged to look into the Scripture, and 
Fathers, and Councils, they ſoon found the ſtate of things in the Churcl 
extremely altered from what they ought to have been, ot had been ir 
the Primitive Church: But they ſaw no poſſibility of Redreſs, as long 
as the Pope's Authority was fo abſolute and inviolable. This therefore 
the firſt place they ſet themfelves to the accurate Exanination of, 
hd the Reſult was, that they could find it neither in the Scriptures, nor 


Fathers, nor Councils, nor owned by the Eaſtern Churches: And there- 


fore they concluded it ought to be laid afide; as an Uſurpation. Our 


Church being by this means ſet free (even with the conſent of Thoſe, 


who joyned with the Church of Rome in other things) a greater liber- 


ty was then uſed in examining particular Doctrines and Practices, which 


prevai'd ; and having finiſh'd this enquiry, Articles of Religion were 
drawn up, wherein the ſenſe of our Church was delivered, agreeable to 


\ Scripture and Antiquity, though different from the Modern Church of 


Rome; and theſe Articles are not the private ſenſe of particular Men, 


but the Publick Standard whereby the World may judge, what we be- 


lieve and practiſe; and therefore theſe are the ſenſe of our Church, and 
not the opinions or fancies of particular Men. And thoſe who call the 
retrenching the Pope's exorbitant Power by the name of Schiſm, muſt 


| had crept into the Church by degrees, when Ignorance and Barbariſm _ 


by parity of reaſon call the caſting off an Uſurper Rebellion. But 
certainly thoſe who conſider the mighty advantages and privileges of the 


Clergy in the Church of Rome, can never reaſonably ſuſpect any of that 
Order ſhould hope to better themſelves by the Reformation. And if 
we judge of Mens actings by their Intereſt, one of the moſt ſurprizing 


coiderations at this day is, that the Clergy thould be againſt, and 


Princes for the Church of Rome. 


X x x x 2 _ AN. 


71 is a ſad thing to conſider, what 4 world F Hereſies are crept into 
this Nation, : | 55 


But is it not a ſtrange thing to conſider, that no diſtinction is here 


. wy between the Religion by Law eſtabliſhed, and the Parties diſowngs 


y it, and diffenting from it > And yet many of theſe, though juſtly 


liable to the charge of Schiſm, embrace no Hereſies againſt the Four or 


Six firſt General Councils. But if the Diſſenters were guilty of never 
ſo many Hereſies, how comes the Church of England to bear the blame 


of them; when the weakning its Power and Authority was the occation 


of ſuch an overflowing of :Schiſms and Herefies among us? And it is 
indeed a ſad thing to conſider how many Ways and Means have been 
uſed by all Parties to introduce and keep up Schiſms and Diviſions 
amongſt us, and then how the Church of England is blamed for not be- 
ing able to ſuppreſs them. But if all Do&rines oppoſite to the Church 
of Rome be accounted Heræſies, then we deſire to be informed, how the 

Church of Rome came to have this Power of defining Heretica! Do- 
ctrines; or how any Doctrine comes to be Hereſie by bèing contrary to 
its definitions. For Hereſie is an obſtinate oppoſing ſome neceſſary Article 
of Faith. It muſt therefore be proved, that what the Church of Rome 


declares, doth thereby become a neceſſary Article of Faith, or it is very 


unreaſonable to lay the imputation of Hereſe upon us. And this can 
never be maintained, without proving that the Church of Rome hath a 
Power to make Doctrines not neceſſary before, to become neceſſary by her 
Definition : which is the ſame thing with making New Articles of Faith. 
But theſe can never be proved to be ſuch by Univerſal Tradition ; which 


the Church of Rome pretends for all her Articles of Faith. 


Every Man thinks himſelf as competent a Fudge of Scripture, as the ve- 
ry Apoſtles themſelves. | : 


Doth Every Man among us pretend to an infallible Spirit > And yet 
Every Man owns that the Apoſtles had it. But what is meant by be- 


ing a fudge of Scripture If no more be underſtood, than that every 
an muſt uſe his underſtanding about it, I hope this is no Crime nor 


Hereſie. The Scripture muſt be believed in order to Salvation, and 
therefore it muſt be underſtood ; for how can a Man believe, what he 
underſtands not the ſenſe or meaning of? If he muſt underſtand the 
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ſenſe he tnuſt be Judge of the ſenſe; ſo that every Man, who is bound 
to believe the Scripture in order to his Salvation, muſt be Judge of the 
ſenſe of the Scripture, ſo far as concerns his Salvation, But if by being 
A Judge of the Scripture be meant giving ſuch a judgment, as obliges 
| bthers to ſubmit to it, then among us no particular Man doth pretend 

to be a competent Fudge of Scripture, ſo as to bind others to rely upon his 
Authority in expounding Scripture; We own the Authority of Guides 
in the Church, and a due ſubmiſſion to them, but we do not allow theni 
to be as competent Judges of Scripture as the very Apoſtles. 


And tis no wonder it ſbould be ſo, ſince. that part of the Nation, which 


looks moſt like a Church, dares not bring the true Arguments againſt the 
other Sefts, for fear they ſhould be turned againſt themſelves, 2 confuted 
by their owh Arguments. = 


This is directly level'd againſt the Church of England, which is here- 
by charged with Inſincerity or Weakneſs in dealing with the Diſſenters. 
But we muſt conſider the meaning of this charge. It is no wonder it 
bould be ſo, i. e. That every Man ſbould think himſelf as competent a Fudge 
F Scripture, as the very Apoſiles, becauſe the Church of England dares 
not uſe the true Arguments againſt the Sec. Whence it appears that 
this true Argument is the Chnrch's infallible Authority, and the Obli- 


- gation of all Members of the Church to ſubmit their judgments intirely 


thereto. I confeſs that if the Church of England did pretend to this 
againſt the SeHaries, they might juſtly turn it againſt her; becauſe in 
our Articles, though the Church's Authority be aſſerted, yet Infallibility 
is denyed. If there can be no, Authority in a Church, without Infalli- 


bility ; or there can be no obligation to ſubmit to Authority, without it, 


then the Church of England doth not uſe the beſt Arguments againſt 
Sectaries. But if there be no ground for Infallibility, if the Church 


which hath moſt pretended to it, hath been moſt grolly deceived z; 


if the Heads gf that Church have been not barely ſuſpected of Hereſie, 
but one- of them ſtands condemned for it in Three General Councils, 


' own'd by that Church; then for all that I can ſee, the Church of Eng- 
land hath wiſely diſown'd the pretence of Infallibility, and made uſe of 


the beft Arguments againſt Sectaries from a juſt Authority, and the 
ſinfulneſs and folly of the Sectaries refuſing to ſubmit to it. | 


The Church of England (as tis called) would fain have it thought, 


That they are the Judges in matters Spiritual, yet dare not ſay poſtively, 


there is no Appeal from them. 


Is not the Church of England really what it is called? J would fain 
know what it wants to make it as good à Church, as any inthe Chriſtian 
World ? It wants neither Faith (if the Creed contain it) nor Sacra- 
ments, (and thoſe entire) nor Succeſſion of Biſhops, (as certain as Rome 

it ſelf) nor a Liturgy, (more agreeing to Primitive Worthip, than is 
any where elſe to be found.) Why then the Church of England, as tit 
called 2 Well! But what is this Chy-rch now blamed for? They pretend 
to be Judges in matters Spiritual, and yet dare not ſay there is no appeal 
from them. How then? Are there no true Judges, but ſuch as there 
lies no Appeal from? There lies an Appeal from any Judges in the 
King's Courts to the Court of Parliament; are They not — — 
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Judges in ene 2 There lay an Appeal from Biſhops to Me. 


tropolitans, from them to Patriarchs, from Patriarchs to General Councils, 
according tothe Ancient Polity of the Church. Were there therefore no 
true Judges, but General Councils? 3 1 

What follows relating to the Church's Authority, and every Man's fol. 
lowing his own judgment, hath been anſwered already. I proceed there- 
fore, to what farther concerns this matter of Appeal, as thy" 


Ip hat Country can ſubſiſt in Quiet, where there is not a Supreme Fudge, 


from whence there can be no Appeal ? 


The natural conſequence from hence appears to be, that every National 


Church ought to have the Supreme Power within it ſelf. But how come 


Appeals to a foreign Juriſdiction to tend to the Peace and Quiet of a 
Church? They have been always complained of in the beſt Ages of 
the Church, and by the beſt Men; ſuch as St. Cyprian, and St. Auguſtine, 


and the whole African Churches. The worſt Men began them, and the 


worſt Church encouraged them, without regard to the Peace of the Chri- 
ſtian Church, ſo it increaſed its own Grandeur by them. | 


We have had theſe hundred Tears paſt, the ſad effects of denying to the 
Church, that Power in matters Spiritual, without an Appeal. 1 

And our Anceſtors for many hundred Years laſt paſt, found the into- 
lerable Inconveniences of an Appeal to foreign Juriſdiction. Whereby 
the Nation was exhauſted, Juſtice obſtructed, the Clergy oppreſſed, and 


the King's Prerogative greatly diminiſhed. But theſe were ſight things. 


in Compariſon to what we have felt theſt hundred Tears pa 
of it. | EY 0; 
Have not the King's Courts been opened for matters of Law and Ju- 
{tice, which have been fill'd with Men of as great Abilities and Integrity, 
ſince the Reformation, as ever they were before? Ha Per the Appeal 
to the King in his High Court of Chancery been as much for the King and 


For want 


People, as ever the Appeal was to the Court of Rome? Have not all 


the Neighbour Princes been forced for the preſerving their own Dignit 


to ſet Bounds and Limits to Appeals to Rome, and to Orders or Bulls 


that coine from thence? How then comes the want of ſuch an Appeal to 
be thought to produce ſuch ſad effects here? All Chriſtendom groans 
under the fad effects of them; and it is a very ſelf-denying humour for 


thoſe to be moſt ſenſible of the want of them, who would really ſuffer 
the moſt by them. ny 


Can there be any Juſtice done, where the Offenders are ther own Fudge: 


and equal Interpreters of the Law, with thiſe that are appdimed to Ad- 


miniſler Juſtice? 


And is there any likelihood, Juſtice ſhould be better done in another 
Country, by another Authority, and proceeding by ſuch Rules, which 
in the laſt reſort, are but the Arbitrary will of a Stranger. And muſt 
ſuch a one, pretending to a Power he hath no right to, be Fudge in his 


own Cauſe, when he is the greateſt Offender himſelf > But how is this 


applied to the Proteſtants in England? 


This 
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This is our Caſe, here in England, in matters Spiritnal; for the Prote- 
- ſtants are not of the Church of England, as tis the true Church, from 

whence there can be no Appeal, but becauſe the Diſcipline of that Church 
is conformable at preſent to their fancies; which, as ſoon as it ſball con- 
tradict or vary from, they are ready to embrace or join with the next Con- 
gregation of People, whoſe Diſcipline or Worſhip agrees with the Opinion of 


that Time, 


The ſenſe of this Period is not ſo clear, but that one may eafily mi- 
ſtake about it. That which is aimed at, is, that we of the Church of 
England, have no tie upon us, but that of our own judgments ; and 
when that changes, we may join with Independents or Preſbyterians, as 
we do now with the Church of England, And what ſecurity can be 
greater, than that of our Judgments? If it be ſaid to be nothing, but 


Appeal to the World, whether we have not made it appear, that it is 


fancy and no true Judgment, we muſt beg leave to fay, that we T0 


not fancy, but Judgment which hath made us firm to the Church of —_ 


England, Might it not as well have been faid, that the Proteſtants of 
the Church of England, adbered to the Crown in the Times of Rebellion 
out of Fancy, and not out of Judgment? And that if their Fancy 
changed, they might as well have joined with the Rebels? Will not this 
way of Reaſoning hold as ftrongly againſt thoſe of the Church of 
Rome? For why do any adhere to that, but becauſe it is agreeable to 
their Judgment ſo to do? What evidence can they give, that it is Judg- 
ment in them, and only Fancy in us? If Reaſon muſt be that which 
puts the difference, we do not queſtion, but to make ours appear to be 
Judgment, and theirs Fancy? For what is an infallible Fudge, which 
Chriſt never appointed, but Fancy? What is their unwritten Word, as 
a Rule of Faith to be equally received with the Scriptures, but Fancy 2 
What is giving honour to God by the Worſhip of Images, but Fancy £ 
What is making Mediators of Interceſſion, beſides the Mediator of Re- 
demption, but Fancy? What is the Doctrine of Concomitancy, to make a 
mends for half the Sacrament, but Fancy? What is the ſubſtantial Change 
of the Elements in the Body of Chrift, but Fancy? for both Senſes and Rea- 
ſon are againſt it. What is the deliverance of Souls out of Purgatory, by 
Maſſes for the Dead, but mere Fancy But I forbear giving any more 
Inſtances. 5 | n 


8 So that according to this Doctrine, there 1s no other Church nov Inter. 


pireter of Scripture, but that which lies in every Man's giddy B 3 


Let Mens Brains be as giddy, as they are ſaid to be, for all that ! 
cau ſee, they are the beſt faculties they can make uſe of, for the un- 
derſtanding of Scripture, or any thing elſe. And 1s there any Infalh- 
ble Church upon Earth, which muſt not be beholding to Mens giddy 
Brains for believing it? And it may be, never the leſs giddy for do- 
ing it? For God-ſake why do any Men take tlie Church of Rome to be 
Infallible 2 Is it not, becauſe their Underſtandings tell them they ought 
ſo to do? So that by this conſequence, there 1s no Infallible Chureh, but 
what lies in every Man's giddy Brain. r 
I deſire to know therefore of every ſerious Conſiders of theſe things, 


ibhether the great Work of our Salvation ought to depend on fuch & Su 
Foundation as this ? 4 I thank 
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Mind of Cbriſt; do as effectually prove the Infallibility of the Church of 


I thank God I have ſeriouſly conſidered this matter, and muſt de- 


clare that I find no Chriſtian Church built on a more ſandy Foundation, 


than that, which pretends to be ſetled upon A Rock; I mean, ſo far as it 


impoſes the new Faith of Trent, as a neceſſary Condition of Salvation, 


Had we no other reaſon to embrace Chriſtianity, than ſuch as they offer 
for theſe New Doctrines, I am much afraid Chriſtianity it ſelf, to all 
inquiſitive Men, would be thought to have but a Sandy Foundation, 
But what is this Sandy Foundation we build upon? Every Man's pri- 
vate judgment m Religion 2 No underſtanding Man builds upon his 
own Judgment, but no Man of underſtanding can believe without it, 


For I appeal to any ingenious Man, whether he doth not as much builq 


upon his own Judgment, who chuſeth the Church, as he that chuſeth 
Scripture for his Rule ? And he that chuſeth the Church, hath many 


more Difficulties to conquer than the other hath. For the Church can 


never be a Rule without the Scriptures, but the Scriptures may without 
the Church. And it is no ſuch eaſy matter to find the Church's Infalli- 
bility in the Scripture, But ſuppoſe that be found, he hath yet a harder 
Point to get over, viz. How the Promiſes relating to the Church in 


Man muſt have an admirable Faculty at diſcerning, who can find it 
out, either in Scripture, or the Records of the Ancient Church, 
The places of Scripture which are brought about Chri##'s being with his 


Church to the end of the World, about the Power to forgive Sins; about 


the Clergy being God's Labourers, Huſbandry, Building, having the 
England, as the Church of Rome; for I cannot diſcern the leaſt inclina- 


tion in any of them to favour one againſt the other. 


And pray conſider on the other fide, that thoſe who raſit the Truth, 
and will not ſubmit to bis Church, draw their Arguments from Implicati- 
ons, and far-fetch'd Interpretations, at the ſame time that they deny plain 
and poſitibe Words : which is ſo great a Diſingenuity, that tis not al- 
moſt to be thought that they can believe themſelves. 8 | 


I This is a very heavy Charge; To reſiſt the Truth, to deny plain and 


ofitive Words of Scripture; to be guilty of great Diſingenuity, ſo as not 
5 believe our 3 = faults of fo 44 nature, — muſt Lis not 
only a bad Cauſe, but a v 
the Church of England, ever be found guilty of theſe things. 
But to come to Particular? ; Is it reſiſting Truth, or arguing from Im- 
plications, and denying plain and poſitive Words of Scripture, to ſay, We 
muſt not worſhip Images; We muſt make God alone the Object of Holy 
Morſbip; We muſt give the Euchariſt in both kinds according to Chriſt's 
expreſs Inſtitution We muſt underſtand our Prayers, when St. Paul's 
words are ſo clear about it? So far at leaſt we have plain and poſitive 
Words of Scripture on our fide. And for Implications, and far-fetch'd 


. Interpretations, commend me to the Pope's Bulls, eſpecially when they 


have a mind to prove their Authority from Scripture; which they can 
do from In the beginning, to the end of the Apocalypſe, But that which 
ſeems to be aimed at here, is, This is my Body; wherein the words 
ſeem to be plain and poſitive on their ſide, and our ſenſe to be from Im- 
phcations, or far-fetched Interpretations. To which I Anſwer, That 
there are Expreſſions in Scripture as plain and poſitive as this, which 
| | | | none 
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general, came to be appropriated to the Church of Rome. Which a 


dad Mind. And God forbid, that thoſe of 
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none think themſelves bound to underſtand in their literal ſenſe. For 


then we muſt all believe, that God hath Eyes and Ears, a Face, Hand; 
and Feet, as firmly, as that the Bread was then turned into Chriſt's Bo- 
dy, when he. ſpake thoſe words. Ahd I would know, whether the 
Chriſtian Church rejecting the Doctrine of Thoſe who made God to be 


like to Man, was not chargeable with the ſame refiling the Truth, and 


denying plain and poſitive Words of Scripture, as we are? And yet I 
hope the Chriſtian Church did then believe it ſelf. Suppoſe any ſhould 
aſſert, That the Rock in the Wilderneſs, was really changed into Chriſt's 
Body;, would not he have the very ſame Things to ſay againſt thoſe 
who denied it? For are not the Words as plain and as poſitive, That Rock 
was Chriſt ? But Sacramental Expreſſions, by the conſent of the Chriſtian 
Church, and the very Nature of the Things, are of a different Tenſe 


from Logical Propoſitions. And if this had been intended in the plain 


and literal ſenſe, St. Paul would never have as plainly and poſitively 
called it Bread after Conſecration; nor the Cup be ſaid to be the New 
Teſtament in his Blood, 


The ConcLUSION 6: 


I, there any other Foundation of the Proteſtant Church, but that if 


the Civil Magiſtrate, pleaſes, he may call ſuch of the Clergy as he thinks 


Ft for his turn at that time, and turn the Church either to Preſbytery, or 


Independency, or indeed what he pleaſes © This was the way of our pre- 
tended Reformation here in England. And by the ſame Rule and Autho- 
rity, it may be altered into as many Shapes and Forms as there are Fan- 
cies in Mens Heads. | | | 


This looks like a very unkind Requital to the Church of England, 
for her Zeal in aſſerting the Magiſtrates Power againſt a Foreign Ju- 
riſdiction; to infer from thence, that the Magiſtrate may change the 


Religion here which way he pleaſes. But although we attribute the 


Supream Furiſdiction to the King; yet we do not queſtion, but there 
are inviolable Rights of the Church, which ought to be preſerved a- 
gainſt the Fancies of ſome, and the Uſurpations of others. We do by 
no means make our Religion mutable, according to the Magiſtrate's 
pleaſure. For the Rule of our Religion is unalterable, being the Ho- 


h Scripture; but the Exerciſe of it, is under the regulation of the 


Laws of the Land. And as we have cauſe to be thankful to God. 


when Kings are Nurſing Fathers to our Church; ſo we ſhall never ceaſe 


to pray for their continuing ſo; and that in all things we may be- 


have our ſelves towards them, as becomes good Chriſtians, and Loyal 


Subjects. | 


%% li 


TO THE 


" NS WEN 


THIRD PAPER. 


HE Third Paper is ſaid to be written by a Great Lady, for the 
ſatisfaction of her Friends, as to the Reaſons of Her leaving the 


Communion of the Church of England, and making her ſelf a 
Member of the Roman Catholick Church, If ſhe had written nothing con- 


cerning it, none could have been a competent Judge of thoſe Reaſons or 
Motives ſhe had for it, but her ſelf : but ſince ſhe was pleaſed to write 
this Paper to ſatisfy her Friends; and it is thought fit to be publiſhed for 
general Satisfaction, all Readers have a right to judge of the ſtrength of 
them ; and thoſe of the Church of England, an Obligation to vindicate 
the Honour of it, ſo far as it may be thought to ſuffer by them. 

I am ſenfible how nice and tender a thing it is, to meddle in a Matter 
wherein the Memory of ſo Great a Lady is ſo nearly concern'd; and 
verein ſuch Circumſtances are mention'd, which cannot fully be clear- 
ed, the Parties themſelves having been many Years dead: But I ſhall 
endeavour to keep within due bounds, and confider this Paper with re- 
ſpe& to the main Deſign of it, and take notice of other Particulars ſo 
far as they are ſubſervient to it, -” 

The way of her Satisfaction muſt needs appear very extraordinary; 
for towards the Concluſion ſhe confeſſes, She was not able, nor would ſhe 
enter into Diſputes with any Body. Now where the Difference between the 


two Churches lies wholly in Matters of Diſpute, how any one could be 


truly ſatisfied, as to the Grounds of leaving one Church, and going to 
the other, without entring into matter of Diſpute with any body, is hard to 
underſtand. If Perſons be refolved before-hand what to do, and therefore 
will hear nothing ſaid againſt it, there is no ſuch way, as to declare 
they will enter into no Diſpute about it. But what Satisfaction is to be had 


in this manner of proceeding? How could one bred up in the Church. 


of England, and ſo well inſtructed in the Doctrines of it, ever ſatisfy 
her ſelf in forſaking the Communion of it, without enquiring into, and 
comparing the Doctrines and Practices of both Churches? It is poſſible 
for Perſons of Learning, who will take the pains of examining things 
themſelves, to do that, without entring into Diſputes with any Body; 
but this was not to be preſumed of a Perſon of her Condition. For 
many things muſt fall in her way, which ſhe could neither have the 
leiſure to examine, nor the Capacity to judge of, without the Aſſiſt- 
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ance of ſuch who have made it their buſineſs to ſearch into them. Had 
ſhe no Divines of the Church of England about her, to have propoſed 
her Scruples to? None able and willing to give her their. utmoſt Aſſi- 
ſtance in a Matter of ſuch Importance, before ſhe took up a Reſolution 
of forſaking our Church? This cannot be imagined; conſidering not 
only her great Quality, but that juſt eſteem they had for her whilſt 
ſhe continued ſo zealous and devout in the Communion of our Church. 


But we have more than this to ſay. One of the * Biſhops who had the * Preface 
neareſt Relation to her for many Years, and who owns in Print, * That pp 
be bred ber up in the Principles of the Church of England, was both 
able and willing to have removed any Doubts and Scruples with reſpe& 

to our Church, if ſhe would have been pleaſed to have communicated 

them to him. And however ſhe endeavoured to conceal her Scruples ; 

he tells her, in his Þ Letter to her (which he ſince printed for his own + Lerter to 
vindication) That he had beard much Diſcourſe concerning her wavering , Ko! 
in Religion, and that he had acquainted ber Highneſs with it, the Lent — the 
before the Date of this Paper; and was ſo much concerned at it, that he 5% of 
obtained a Promiſe from her, That if any Writing were put into her . 3, 4. 
Hands by thoſe of the Church of Rome, that ſhe would ſend it either 

to him, or to che then Biſhop of Oxford, whom he left in Attendance giandford. 
pon her. After which, he faith, She was many Days with him at pag. 14. 
Farnham ; in all which time ſhe ſpake not one word to him of any Doubt 

ſhe had about her Religion. And yet this Paper bears Date, Avg. 20. 

rhat Year, wherein ſhe declares her ſelf changed in her Religion: So 

that it is evident ſhe did not make uſe of the ordinary Means for her 

own Satisfaction, at leaſt as to thoſe Biſhops who had known her 


longeſt. 


But ſhe ſaith, That ſhe ſpake ſeverally to two of the beſt Biſhops w2' Sheldon 
have in England, who both told her, there were many things in the Ro- 4 —_— 
man Church, which it were much to be wiſhed ue had kept; As Confeſ- "4 omg 
ſion, which was no doubt commanded of God; that Praying for the Dead, Blanford 
was one of the Ancient Things in Chriſtianity; that for their parts they —— 
did it daily, though they would not own it. And afterwards preſſing one 
4 them very much upon the other Points; he told her, That if he had been glandſord 
red a Catholick, be would not change his Religion; but that being of another Biſhop of 
Church, wherein he was ſure were all things neceſſary to Salvation, he Worceſter, 
thought it very ill to give that Scandal, as to leave that Church wherein 
he received his Baptiſm. Which Diſcourſes, ſhe ſaid, did but add more to 
the deſire ſhe bad to be a Catholick, | | 


This, I confeſs, ſeems to be to the purpoſe ; if there were not 
ſome Circumſtances and Expreſſions very much miſtaken in the Re- 
preſentation of it: But yet ſuppoſe, the utmoſt to be allow'd, there 
could be no Argument from hence drawn for leaving the Commu- 
nion of our Church, if this Biſhop's Authority or Example did ſig- 
nify any thing with her. For ſuppoſing he did fay, That if he had been 
bred in the Communion of the Church of Rome, he would not change 
his Religion: Yet he added, That being of another Church, where- 
in were all things neceſſary to Salvation, he thought it very ill to give 
that Scandal, as to leave that Church wherein he had receiued his Bap- 
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tiſm. Now why ſhould not the laſt words have greater force to have 
kept her in the Communion of our Church, than the former to have 
drawn her from it? For why ſhould any Perſon forſake the Communi- 
nion of our Church, unleſs it appears neceſſary to Salvation ſo to do? 
And yet this yielding Biſhop did affirm, that all things neceſſary to Sal- 
vation were certainly in our Church; and that it was an ill thing to leave 


it, How could this add to ber defire of leaving our Church? unleſs 


there were ſome other Motive to draw her thither, and then ſuch ſmall 


thought it poſſible to ſave her Soul otherwiſe, Now what could the Bi- 
{hop's words ſignify towards her Turning, when he declares juſt con- 


Inducements would ſerve to inflame ſuch a Defire. But it is evident 
from her own words afterwards, that theſe Conceſſions of the Bi- 
{hop could have no Influence upon her: for ſhe declares, and calls God 
to witneſs, that ſhe would never have changed her Religion, if ſhe had 


trary, vis. not only that it was poſſible for her to be ſaved without 
turning, but that he was ſure we had all things neceſſary-to Salvation; 
and that it was a very ill thing to leave our Church 2 There muſt there- 
fore have been ſome more ſecret Reaſon, which encreaſed her Deſire to 
be a Catholic after theſe Diſcourſes : unleſs the Advantage were taken 
from the Bithop's calling che Church of Rome the Catholick Religion; If 
he had been kred a Catholick, he would not have chang'd his Religion. 


But if we take theſe words ſo ſtrictly, he muſt have contradicted him- 


ſelf; for how could he be ſure we had all things neceſſary to Salvation, 
if we were out of the Catholick Church? Was a Biſhop of our Church, 


and one of the beſt Biſhops of our Church, as ſhe ſaid, fo weak as to yield, 


That he was ſure all things neceſſary to Salvation were to be had out of 
the Communicn of the Catholick Church? | 


But again; there is an inconſiſtency in his ſaying, That he thought it 
very ill to leave our Church; which no Man of common ſenſe would 
have ſaid, if he had believed the Roman Church to be the Catholick, ex- 


cluſive of all others that do not join in Communion with it. 


* Pref. p. 2. 
P- 4 


their Church. Therefore ſuppoſing the Matter of Fact true, it ought 


The utmoſt then that can be made of all this, is, That there was a 
certain Biſhop of this Church, who held both Churches to be ſo far Parts 
of the Catholick Church, that there was no neceſſity of going from one 
Church to another. But if he aſſerted that, he muſt overthrow the ne- 
ceſſity of the Reformation, and conſequently not believe our Articles and 


Homilies, and ſo could not be any true Member of the Church of 
England. | | 


But the late Biſhop of Wincheſter hath made a ſhorter Anſwer to all 
this; For he tirſt doubts, Whether there ever were any ſuch Biſhops who 
made ſuch Anſwers; And afterwards he affirms, That he believes there 
never was, in Rerum Natura, ſuch a Diſcourſe as is pretended to have 
been between this Great Perſon, and two of the moſt Learned Biſhops of 
England. But, God be thanked, the Cauſe of our Church doth not 
depend upon the ſingular Opinion of one or two Biſhops in it, wherein 
they apparently recede from the eſtabliſh'd Doctrine of it. And I am 
{ure thoſe of the Church of Rome take it ill from us, to be charged with 
the Opinion of Particular Divines, againſt the known Sentiments of 


not 
2 p 


LEP CRT TR Toe Maw Fo. TT 


CCC ²˙AmàAA WS. Os - 6. 


W 


83 
rn 8 


An Anſwer to the THIXD PAPER. 


3 8 
rr 


not to have moved her to any Inclination to leave the Church of 
Eng land. | | E 


But after all, She proreſits, in the Preſente of Almighty God, that no 
Perſon, Man or Woman, direfly or indirectly, ever ſaid any thing to her 
(/mce ſhe came into England) or uſed the leaſt Endeavour to make her 
change her Religion; and that it .is a Bleſſing ſhe wholly owes to Almighty 
God, So that the Biſhops are acquitted from having any hand in it, by 


her own words; and as far as we can underſtand her meaning, ſhe 


thought her ſelf converted by immediate Divine Illumination. We had 
thought the pretence to a private Spirit had not been at this time allow'd 
in the Church of Rome. But I obſerve, that many things are allowed 
to bring Perſons to the Church of Rome, which they will not permit in 
thoſe who go from it. As the uſe of Reaſon in the Choice of a Church; 


the Judgment of Senſe; and here, that which they would ſeverely con- 
demn in others as a Private Spirit, or Enthuſiaſm, will paſs well enough 


if it doth but lead one to their Communion. Any Motive or Method is 
good enough which tends to that end; and none can be ſufficient againſt 
it. But why may not others ſet up for the Change as to other Opini- 
ons upon the ſame Grounds, as well as this Great Perſon does, as to 
the Change from our Church to the Church of Rome 2 And we have 
no Pretenders to Ent huſiaſm among us, but do as ſolemnly aſcribe the 
Bleſſing. wholly to Almighty God; and look on it as the Effect of ſuch 
Prayers as ſhe made to him in France and Flanders, 


But I wonder a Perſon, who owed her Change ſo wholly to Almighty 
God, ſhould need the Direction of an Infallible Church; fince the ut- 
moſt they can pretend to, is no more than to have ſuch an Immediate 
Conduct; and the leaſt that can be meant by it, is, that ſhe had no Aſ- 
ſiſtance from any other Perſons. Which may not exclude her own En- 
deauours ; but ſuppoſing them to be employed, and an Account to be 
here given of them; yet there is no Connexion between any of the 
Premiſes, and the Concluſion ſhe drew from them; and therefore it muſt 
be Immediate Impulſe, or ſome concealed Motive which determin'd her 
Choice. AC | | 


The Concluſion was, That ſhe would nver Have changed, if” ſhe could 


| have ſaved her Soul otherwiſe. If this were true, ſhe had good Reaſon 


for her Change ;' if it were not true, ſhe had none; as it is moſt per 
it was not, Now let us examine how ſhe came to this Conc luſion; and 
I will ſuppoſe it to have been juſt in the Method ſhe ſets it down in. 


_ Firſt, ſhe faith, She never bad any Scruples till the November before; 
and then they began upon reading Dr. Heylin's Hiſtory of the Reformation ; 
which was commended to her as a Book to ſettle her; and there ſhe found 
ſuch abominable Sacrilege pon Henry the 8*%s Divorce, King Edward's 
Minority, and Queen Elizabeth's Succeſſion, that ſhe could not believe the 
Holy Ghoſt could ever be in ſuch Counſels, ng 


This was none of the beſt Advices given to ſuch a Perſon, to read 
Dr. Heylin's Hiſtory for her Satisfaction. For there are two diſtin& 
Parts in the Hiſtory of our Reformation, the one Ecclæſiaſtical, —_ 
3 ' « 1 
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ther Political: the former was built on Scripture and Antiquity, and 
the Rights of particular: Churches; the other on ſuch Maxims which 
are common to Stateſ-men at all Times, and in all Churches, who la- 
bour to turn all Revolutions and Changes to their own Advantage. And 
it is ſtrange to me that a Perſon of ſo great Underſtanding, ſhould not 
diſtinguiſh theſe two. Whether Henry 8. were a good Man or not; 
Whether the Duke of Somerſet raiſed his Eſtate of out Church Lands, 
doth not concern our preſent Enquiry ; which is, Whether there was 
not ſufficient Cauſe for a Reformation in the Church? And if there was, 
Whether our Church had not ſufficient Authority to reform it ſelf ? 
And if ſo, Whether the Proceedings of our Reformation were not Ju- 
ſtifiable by the Rules of Scripture and the ancient Church? Theſe 
were the proper Points for her to have conſidered, and not the parti- 
cular Faults of Princes, or the Miſcarriages of Miniſters of State. Were 
not the Vices of Alexander the 6*, and many other Heads of the Church 
of Rome for a whole Age together, by the Confeſſion of their own great- 
eſt Writers, as great at leaſt as thoſe of Henry the 8*®> And were theſe 
not thought ſufficient to keep her from the Church of Rome ;, and yet the 
others were ſufficient to make her think of leaving our Church? But Henry 


the Eighth's Church was in Truth the Church of Rome under @ Political 


Head, much as the Church of Sicily is under the King of Spain. All 
the difference is, Henry the Eighth took it as his own Right; the Xing 
of Spain pretends to have it from the Pope, by ſuch Conceſſions, which 
the Popes deny. And ſuppoſe the King of Spain's Pretence were un- 
lawful to that Juriſdiction which he challengeth in the Kingdom of 
Sicily; were this a ſufficient Ground to juſtify the thoughts of Separa- 
tion from the Church of Rome? 


But the Duke of Somerſet raiſed his Eſtatè out of Church-Lands, and 
ſo did many Courtiers in the Reign of Queen Elizabeth. 


Are there not Miſcarriages of the like nature in the Church of Rom: ? 


What is the Pope's making great Eſtates of the Church-Lands, for their 


Nephews to be Princes and Dukes? a thing not unheard of in our Age. 
And is it not ſo much worſe to be done by the Head of the Church? 


Theſe ſhe confeſſes were but Scrußles; but ſuch as occaſioned her ex- 
amining the Points in difference by the Holy Scripture. Now ſhe was in 
the right way for Satisfaction, provided ſhe made, uſe of the beſt Helps 
and Means for underſtanding it; and took in the Afiſtance of ber Spiritu- 
al Guides. But it ſeems, contrary to the Doctrine of the Church of 
Rome, ſhe found ſome things ſo eaſy there, that ſhe wondred ſhe had been ſo 
long without finding them out. And what were theſe 2 No leſs than rhe 
Real Preſence in the Bleſſed Sacrament \, the Infallibility of the Church, 
Confeſſion, and Praying for the Dead. 


Theſe were great Diſcoveries to be made ſo eaſily, conſidering how 
thoſe of the Church of Rome, who have been moſt vers d in theſe Mat- 
ters, have found it ſo difficult to make them out from thence. 


| (I.) As to the Real Preſence, as it is in the Diſpute between us and 
the Church of Rome, it implies the Real and Subſtantial Change of the 
| ny | Elements 
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(2.) As to Confeſſion. No doubt the Word is often uſed in Scripture, 
and therefore ea/ily found. But the Queſtion between us, is not about 
the Uſefulneſs or Advantage of Confe//ron in particular Caſes, but the 
E of it in all Caſes, in order to Remiſſion of Sins. And I can 
hardly believe any Biſhop of our Church would ever ſay to her, chat 
Confeſſion in this ſenſe was ever commanded by God, For then he muſt 
be danined himſelf if he did not confeſs every known Sin to a' Prieſt; 
But ſome general Expreſſions might be uſed, that Confeſſion of Sin was 
commanded by God; Confeſs your Sins one to another: But here is no- 
thing of a particular Confeſſion to a Prieſt, neceſſary in order to For- 


giveneſs of Sin. | 


(3.) As to praying for the Dead; It is hard to find any place of Scrip- 
ture which ſeems to have any tendency that way, unleſs it be with re- 
ſpect to the Day of Judgment, and that very doubtfully. But how came 
this Great Perſon to think it not poſſible to be ſaved in our Church, 
unleſs we prayed for the Dead? How did this come to be a Point of Sal- 
vation? And for the Practice of it, ſhe ſaith, the Biſhops told her they 
did it daily. Whether they did 1t or not, or in what ſenſe they did it; 
we cannot now be better informed: But we are ſure this could be no 
Argument for her to leave the Communion of our Church, becauſe ſhe 
was told by theſe Biſhops they did it, and continued in the Communion 
"OE | 


J Laſtly; As to the Infallibility of the Church. If this, as appli- 
ed 8 the K Church, — 2 where found in Scri ri, 
ſhould then indeed be to blame not to ſubmit to all the Definitions of 
it. But where is this to be found? Yes, Chriſt bath promiſed to be with 
his Church to the end of the World, Not with his Church, but with his 
Apoſtles : And if it be reſtrained to them, then the end of the World is 
no more than always. But ſuppoſe it to be underſtood of the Succeſſors 
ol the Apoſtles ; were there none but at Rome How comes this Pro- 
miſe to be limited to the Church of Rome; and the Biſhops of Antioch 
and Alexandria, and all the other Eaſtern Churches ( where the Biſhops 
as certainly ſucceeded the Apoſtles, as at Rome it ſelf ) not to enjoy the 
equal Benefit of this Promiſe? But they ho can find the Infallibility 
of the Church of Rome in Scripture, need not deſpair of finding what- 
ever they have a Mind to there. | 


But from this Promiſe ſhe concludes, That our Saviour would not 
ermit the Church to give the Laity the Communion in One kind, if it were 
not lawful ſo to do. Now in my Opinion, the Argument is ſtronger the 
other way; The Church of Rome forbids the doing of that, which 


Chriſt 
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Chriſt enjoyned; therefore it cannot be Infallible, ſince the Command of 


Chriſt is ſo much plainer than the Promiſe of Infalliblity to the Church 
of Rome, ok ah i 


Hut, from all theſe things laid together, I can ſee no imaginable Rea- 


ſon of. any force to conclude, that ſhe could not think it poſſible to ſave 
her Soul otherwiſe, than by embracing the Communion of the Church 
of Rome. And the Publick will receive this Advantage by theſe Pa- 
pers, that thereby it appears, how very little is to be ſaid by Perſons of 


the greateſt Capacity, as well as Place, either againſt the Church of 
England, or for the Church of Rome. . 
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VINDICATION 


OF THE 
LY. TO SOME 


Late Papers 

A 3 Concerning the . Ss 

UNITY and AUTHORITY of the 

Gatholick Church, and the Reformation of the 
Church of England. 


1. was ſo tempting a Piece of Honour, to appear as the Champion of 


the Royal Papers, that I rather wonder that no more, than theſe, Dy p. 1. 
have ſhewed themſelves to the World, under ſo inviting a Character. 
Which ſeems to have betray'd them into more than uſual Security; 
preſuming, I ſuppoſe, that they are to be looked on, as a ſort of Feralds 
in Controverſie, whoſe bearing the Royal Arms, will keep them from being 
touched themſelves, though they bid Defiance to others. But where Truth 
lies at ſtake, every one hath a Right to put in for ir; and whoſe Game 
ſoever any Perſon plays, thoſe ought to carry it who have the beſt Cards 
to ſhew : I mean, that in Debates of this Nature and Conſequence, other 
Conſiderations ought to be ſo far laid aſide, that the ſtrongeſt Reaſon 
ſhould prevail. But leſt T be again thought to have a mind to flouriſh before Pag. 2. 
T offer to paſs ; as the Champion ſpeaks in his proper Language 3 I ſhall ap- 
ply my ſelf to the Matter before us. Only taking Notice that I am now 
glad to enter the Liſts upon even Ground. For although I thought I be- 
haved my ſelf with due Reſpect and Decency before, yet I perceive the 
Meaſure of thoſe Things is ſo Nice and Arbitrary, that it is very hard to 
eſcape Cenſures, where the Diſtance is ſo great. But thoſe who live in 
the Country may mean and intend as well to their Prince, as thoſe who 
live at Court, though they do not make ſo fine Legs, nor are of ſo plea - 
ſing an Addreſs. „ 
The plain Truth is; Controverſie is quite another thing from Courtſhip 
and Poetry. Ir is like a Trial at Law, which ought to depend on Evidence 
and Proof, though the King himſelf be concerned in it. And as we muſt 
give Honour to whom Honour, ſo Truth to whom Truth is due: and this 
without Reſpect of Perſons ; it being a Caſe long fince decided, That 
Truth is greater than the King, | 1 | 
If I thought there were no ſuch Thing in the World'as true Religion, 
and that the Prieſts of all Religions are alike, J might have been as nimble 
a Convert, and as early a Defender of the Royal Papers, as any one of 
theſe Champions. For why ſhould not one who believes no Religion, de- 
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clare for any 2 But ſince I do verily believe not only that there is ſuch a 
Thing as true Religion, but thar it is only ro be found in the Books of 
Holy Scripture, I have Reaſon ro enquire after the beſt Means of under- 
ſtanding the Senſe of thoſe Books, and thereby, if it may be, to put an 
end to che Controverſies of Chriſtendom. 

This was the noble Deſign of the two Royal Papers; which are writ— 
ten with far greater Strength, and Spirit, and Cloſeneſs, than theſe which 
are publiſhed in Defence of them. But notwithſtanding all their fair Ap- 
pearance, I could not be convinced by the Reaſon contained in them, (aud 
much lets by the Defence of them) which J endeavourd to repreſent as 
far as 1 could judge, with Medeſty and Civility. But if I have offended 
in any thing againſt the ſtrict Rules of good Manners, L hope I may be 
the more eaſily forgiven, ſince their Caſuiſts allow involuntary Faults to 
be in their own Nature venial. %% „ 

The Method propoſed by the Paper for ending Controverſies, was by 
finding out a Principle for doing it, as vifible as that the Scripture is in 
Print. This J could not but extreamly approve, as a very ſatis factory 
Method of procceding; and the Conſequence I ſaid would be, that all 
Men of Senſe would ſoon give over diſputing ; for none who dare to be- 
lieve what they ſee, can al that in Queſtion. 

The Author of the Reply faith, I miſtook the Meaning of the Word, 
which he ſaith was this, That whatever Motives render it viſible that a 
Book in Print is Scripture, i. e. the Mord of God, the ſame or other Moti ves 


are as powerful to render this other Truth as viſible, that none can be that 


Church, but that which is called the Roman-Catholick Church. 

The Defender faith, The Church is more viſible than Scripture, becauſe 
the Scripture is feen by the Church; for which he brings S. Auguſtin's Au- 
thority. Aud if by ſaying that the Scripture is in Print, be underſtood a 
thing out of Queſtion; then he denies it to be viſible that the Scripture is in 
Print ; becauſe many Men do call Scripture in queſtion at this Day ; and to 
queſt ion whether the Book in print be Scripture, is manifeſtly to queſtion 
whether Scripture be in print. | 

The Words of the Royal Paper are plain, but theſe Interpretations of 
them ſo forced and. unnatural, that there needs no other Confutation of 
them, but to compare their confuſed Comment with the Text. I is as 
wiſible, as that the Scripture is in Print; that is, it is a Thing evident to 
Senſe; for fo it is that the Book called the Scripture or the Bible is in print. 
Now what is it which is affirmed in the Paper to be thus evident? vz. this 
Propoſition, That none can be that one Church which Chriſt has here on Earth, 
but that which is called the Roman Cathelick Church. But if it be certain 
Cas I doubt not to make it appear) that what is called zhe Roman Catholick 
Church is but a Part of that One Church which Chriſt has here on Earth, 
hen the plain reſult of this Propoſition muſt be, that it is a Thing evident 
ro Senſe that a Part zs the Whole. Now this looked ſo oddly, that theſe 


Gentlemen were reſolved that this ſhould not be the Senſe of the plain 


Words; and therefore have endeavoured to put another Senſe, (if it may 
be called ſo) upon them. And if their Church can but interpret Scripture 
at this Rate, we are in a hopeful way to have a ſpeedy and happy end of 


Controverſies . 


As to the Conſequence T drew from hence, that if Controverſies could 
be determined by a Principle as viſible as that Scripture is in Print, all 
Men of Senſe would ſoon give over diſputing, for none who dare believe 
what they ſee would call that in queſtion ; One ſaith, /e ſooner the better. 
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So ſay I too, upon good Grounds. But what would then become of zhe D p. 3. 
Noble Science of Controverfie. The other ſaith, That Catholicks and Pro- Rep. P. 2. 


teſtants are both Men uf Senſe, and yet they diſpute about the Scripture which 

5s in Print. And what then ? This is to ſhew that the Scriptures being in 
Print is one thing, and the Authority of the Scripture is anorher. The 
one is a common Object of Senſe, in which all are agreed; the other is 
liable ro many Ditpures, and therefore could not be meant in the Papers. 


But they have a notable Cavil againſt Mens zelieving what they ſee, be- Def. p. 4 


cauſe Faith is of things not ſeen... This Cavil had been as good againſt 


our Bleſſed Saviour, when he laid to Thomas, becauſe thou haſt ſeen, thou Re p. 1- 


haſt believed, I hope upon fecond Thoughts, they will not tell him, that 
this was improperly ſpoken, and not like à Schoolman. Call it what you 
will, che ſingle Queſtion is, Whether your Church will allow us to judge 


of things according to the plain Evidence of Senſe? One faith, 7: is im- Rep. p. 3. 


poſſible that any Man ſbou ld be commanded not to believe what he ſees, Be- 


lieving here is the Judgment of the Mind upon the Repreſentation of 


Senſe ; and will he ſecure us that the Church can never require us to judge 
orhetwife than according to the Evidence of Senſe 2 Twith he would make 
his Words good, for I aſſure him he would remove a terrible Block our of 


our way. My Senſes bree tell me, what I ſee and feel and taſte is as 
ecration as it was before ; how then comes it to paſs 


much Bread after Con 
that my Judgment that it was Bread before, was very good; but although 
there be the very ſame Evidence afterwards, without the leaſt Alteration 
to Senſe, yet then I am to judge juſt contrary, 1. e. that it is not Bread, 
which I ſee and feel and taſte juſt as I did before: Es | 


Bur he ſaith, what 75 ſeen is only the Form, Shape and Figure of "Bread and 


Wine, and that they believe to be there. But alas! This doth not reach to 
the Point. For the Queſtion is notabour'external Appearances, but about 


the Judgment of the Mind upon the Evidence of Senſe. . I will make this 


Matter plainer, that they may/know where the Difficulty lies. When 
Chriſt's Body appeared to the Diſciples after his ReſurreQion, there was 
no Diſpute among them concerning the Form, Shape and Figure of his Body, 
but the Doubt was, whether from theſe they were to conclude that it was 
Chriſt's real Body or not? If not, they could nor believe from the Evi- 
dence of. Senſe that Chriſt's Body was riſen from the dead; if they were, 
let them tell us how Chriſt's Body comes to be ſo much changed and t 
loſe thoſe Eſſential Properties of a Body which it once had and was judged 


by; and farther, whar Ground there is fot us now not to allow that Judg- 
ment of Senſe which Chriſt himſelf appealed to, after the Inſtitution of 


the Sactament? For if Chriſt had therein declared that our Senſes are not 
to be our Rule of judging concerning his Body; he would certainly not 
have appealed ſo ſoon after to the Senſes of his Diſciples concerning that 
very Body; and neither he nor his Diſciples have given the leaſt Intimati- 
on, that what we ſee and feel to be one Body, we muſt believe to be quite 
another which we can neither ſee nor feel“ 55 Do 
Did not two Angels appear to Lot in the Figure and Shapes of Men; and 
the Holy Ghoſt Seen in the form of a Dove? and were they who ſaw them, 
to believe according to the Evidence of Senſe 2 T anſwer, that there is a great 
deal of Difference to be made between Inviſible Powers appearing under 
bodily Shapes, and 4 natural, viſible, palpable extended Body loſing the 
Properties of a Body and becoming inviſible, impalpable and indiviſible ; 
And withal there is a great difference, between Spiritual Powers uniting 
the real Particles of Matter into a Body, and the making the Form, 
EN | | : 2 Z 2 2 3 Figure, 
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Def. p. 3, 4. 
all they ſee. May we then believe that to be ſtill Bread which we ſee to be 


— 
Arn 


Figure, and Shape of a real Body to be where there is no Subſtance of a 
Body. We do not pretend to judge by our Senſes of Inviſible Subſtances 
under outward Appearances; but of the Truth of a bodily Subſtance by 


all the Appearances of a Body, under all the Circumflances neceſſaty for 


the right Judgment of Senſe. | 


* 


The other ſaich, he knows of no Church which allows vot People to believe 


o: No, he ſaith, the I hat of a thing is not the Object of Senſe. J perceive 
then our Senſes are very impertinent things; and only give an Account 


of the Circumſtances and not of the Subſtances of things. But I pray 


did not the Diſciples perceive the What of Chriſt's Body by their Senſes? 


How do we know the What of. any bodily Subſtance but by them: Ie 


or Repreſentations inward, whereby our Minds do paſs Judgment upon 


is meer Colluſion to ſay oxr Senſes do not judge of Subſtances ; for our bare 
Senſes judge of nothing, bur are the means of conveying the Impreſſions 


things. And either we cannot know the Subſtance of any thing ſenſible, 
or we muſt know the What of it (as he ſpeaks,) by our Senſes. | 
We now come to the main Buſineſs ; which for the clearer Proceeding 1 


ſhall pur under three diſtin& Heads. 


I. Concerning the Unity of the Catholick Church. 
II. Concerning the Authority of it. © . | 
III. Concerning the Reformation of the Church of Exg land. 


I. Of the Unity-of the Catholick, Church; 


Ap here the Point to be diſcuſſed, is, viz. Whether that which is 
called the Reman Catholick Church, be that one C hurch which Chriſt 


* 


has here on Earth? © | 


. 


whole Sea; and t o prove it, ſhould reaſon as this Gentleman doth ; Ocean 


(1. ) The firſt thing I objeQed againſt it was, that a Part cannot be 
the Whole; but that which is called the Roman Catholick Church is but a 
Part; and therefore it cannot be the One Catholick Church of Chriſt here 
on Earth. 1d 

Here, to prevent Cavilling, T muſt declare that J meant not the Roman 
Lioc⸗ſe or Province, but all the Churches which live in Communios with and 
Subjection to the Biſhop of Rome as Head of the Church; and look on it as 
neceſſary to Salvation ſo to do. And this I ſtill aſſert to be but a Part of the 
Catholick Church and a corrupt one too. 


The Author of the Defence ſaith, All this Riddle of Part and Whole 


comes from my Inadvertence. How ſo? Becauſe I confound the Roman Diocęſe 


with the Roman Catholick Church. No, I aſſure him I did take it in their 


own Sende, for all that embrace the Matters of Faith which are received in 
the Roman Communion. And He need not fear my doing otherwiſe ; 
for J intend to diſcourſe of no other Church but this; and this I deny, 
as ſo taken, to be the One Catholick Church. Doth not Catbolick fignifie all 


the Parts? ] am ſure it ought to do fo; bur I ſay it doth not, when Ro- 


man is joyned to Catholick ; for then it excludes all thoſe from being Parts 


of the Catholick Church, which do not joyn in the Roman Communion ; and 
this 1 fay is unreaſonable. And here I expected ſome Proof in ſo mate- 


rial a Point; but there is not a Word farther, than that Catholict compre- 
hends all; but I ſay again, Roman Catholick excludes all that are not in 
its Communion. As ſuppoſe any one ſhould ſay the German Ocean is the 
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is the whole Sea, is it not? And is it the leſs the Ocean, becauſe German is 
added to it: No, the Ocean is juſt as large as ever it was; but the adding 
German to it reſtrains the Senſe of Ocean to it within certain Bounds and 
excludes many parts of the great Ocean, which are without thoſe Limits. 
Juſt ſo it is in adding Roman to Catholict; Catholic alone comprehends 
all the Parts of the Church, but Roman added to it confines the Senſe of it 
ro thoſe who embrace the Faith received in the Roman Communion ; and 
this excludes all other Parts of the Catholict Church; and ſo makes a 
Part to be the Whole, _ +» | WM 
( 2. ) I objected farthef, that if this had been the Catholick Church 
meant in the Creeds, this Limitation ought to have been expreſſed in che 
Creeds, and put to Perſons to be baptized; which being never done in 
the Roman Church it ſeif, I thence inferr'd that it did not believe it ſelf 
to * One Catholicæ Church, which we profeſs to believe in the 
Creeds. ä . | | 
Here the Author of the Reply anſwers, That C 


4 


Point being never called in Queſtion in the time when the Creeds were pub- 
liſhed, there was no occaſion to put Roman into the Creeds ; no more than of 
putting in Conſubſtantial with the Father till it was denied. i 
This wete a ſubſtantial way of anſwering the Difficulty, if it would 
in any meaſure hold. But I ſhall now prove juſt the Contrary to have 
been the Senſe of Antiquity by plain and undeniable Inſtances in Matters 


of Fact, in moſt of the Ages of the Chriſtian Church; from the very 


next to the Apoſtolical, down to the Council of Trent. To which 1 ſhall 
only premiſe this, which I think no Roman Catholict will deny me, viz. 
that the Roman Catholick Church doth imply Obedience to the Biſhop of Rome 


as Supream viſible Plead of the Church under C briſe. For Bellarmine and De Eceleſ. 1 


«6. 2. 


others, malt not only Faith and Sacraments neceſſary 10 the Being of the 3 
Church, but Submiiſion to lawful. V aſtors, andeſpecially to the Pope as Chriſt's 


5 tholick and Roman Catho- Pag. f. 
the ſame thing; and this 


only Vicar upon Earth; and he placeth the Elſential Unity of the Catholick nid. c. 5. 


Church in the Conjunction of the Members, under Chriſt and his Vicar, as 
Head of the Church. And from hence he excludes Schiſmaticks out of the 
Catholick Church, though they have Unity of. Faith and Sacraments and Hope 


and Spirit. And the Roman Catechiſm makes Union with the Pope as vifi-caruh. km. 
ble Head of the Church neceſſary. to the Unity of the Catholick Church. Part. I. c. 10s 


And the Proofs I bring ſhall not be from ſhort or doubtful Sentences,” “. 


but from remarkable Paſſages and notorious Acts of the Church. 

In the Firſt Age of the Churchthe Name Catholick was as little known, 
as the Authority of the Roman Church; it not being once found in the 
Apoſtolical Writings ;, for the Inſcriptions of the Catholict Epiſtles are of 
latter times. And if they were allowed to be Apoſtolical, they would be 
far from proving any thing to this Purpoſe, ſince the Roman Church is never 
mentioned in theſe Epiſtles, unleſs under the Name of Babylon; and ſup- 
poſe they would not like the Title of the Catholick Babyloniſh Church. But 
in all the Directions of the Apoſtles concerning Unity of Faith, there is 


not one which gives the leaſt Intimation, that the Roman Church in any 


Senſe was to be the Rule or Standard of Faith or Communion. 
In the Second Age we find Two remarkable Inſtances that the Commu- 
nion of the Catholick Church was not to be taken from Conjunction with the 
Biſhop of Rome as Head of it. | 


The Firſt is from the Biſhop of Rome's approving the Prophecies of Mon- 
taunus, Priſca and Maximilla- This would hardly appear credible if a er- 
| | tullian 


3 a * 1 
L fd 
— — — — 


— 2 2 
LS — — — 4 
F la_ ro trons * _ 1 21 
- = 


A Vindication of the anſwer 


——ͤ—ͤ—ͤ— — 


. eee 


Tertul c. 
Pyaxcuhm c. 1. 


tallien had not exprefly affirmed it; and he farther ſaich, That had © ave 


been for Praxeas a Heretick, he had taken them into the Communion of the 


Catholic Church; and he prevailed with him to revoke his communicatory 


| Catholick Communion, and if he had not been better informed by Praxeas 


Letters already paſt. What a Caſe had the Catholiet Church been in dt 
this time, if the Biſhop of Rome had been look'd on as the Centre of 


4 Heretick? | | 


Nota Collect. 
Council. Balux. 


F. 10. 


P. Epift. Cy. 
Pri. ep. 74, 75. 


The Second in the ſame Age is when Victor took upon him to excom- 
municate the Eaſtern Biſhops for not celebrating Eaſter at the fame time 
they did at Rome. If now the Eaſtern Biſhops did own the Roman Catho- 
lick and Catholick Church to be the fame, they muſt ſhew it ar ſuch a time 
by their regard to the Pope's Sentence as Head of the Catholick Church: But 
they owned no ſuch Authority he had over them; and inſtead of ir Poh- 
crates Biſhop. of Epheſus, with a Council of Biſhops joyning with him 
about 4. D. 197, wrote a ſmart Epiſtle to Victor, wherein they let him 
know they would go on in their way, notwithſtanding his threats, and that it 
was better to obey God than Man. From whence it is obſervable, Thar 
they followed their own judgment againſt the Pope's ; and that they be. 
lieved the Pope required things of them ſo contrary to the Will of God, 
that they reſolved to difobey him. And his requiring their Compliance 


was no Argument of his Authority, but of his Uſurparion. 
In the Third Age happen'd a famous Conteſt between Stephen Biſhop 


of Rome, and the Zaftern and African Biſhops, about Re-baptizing Heres 


ticks. I meddle not now with the Controverſie it ſelf, but with the Senſe 


of thofe Biſhops upon occaſion of it as to the Roman-Catholick Church. 
The Biſhop of Rome did at leaft threaten to Excommunicate the African 


Biſhops. « And if Firmilian may be believed, he did actually Excommuni- 
cate the Afian Biſhops. © How did theſe: Primitive Bithops behave 


themſclves under this Sentence? They charge Stephen with Iuſolence, 
8 Folly, Contempt of his Brethren; aud breaking the Peace of the Catholick 
Church; and cutting - himſelf off from the Unity of it. The words are, 
abſcindere ſe à Charitatis unitate, & alienum ſe per omnia fratribus facere. 
Now I deſire to know, whether theſe Biſhops believed the neceſſary con- 
junction of Roman and Catholick together? And whether Biſhop of Rome 
were thought to be the Centre of Communion in the Carholick Church 2 It 
is plain, they made him the Cauſe of the Schiſm, and thought themſelves 


never the leſs in the Catholic Church for being out of the Roman Com- 


qnunion. £ "T3 

In che Fourth Age the Government and Subordination of the Carholick 
Church was eſtabliſhed in the Council of Nice according to ancient Cu- 
flom ;” but we read not a word of the Roman Catholick Church there; or 
any Privilege or Authority the Biſhop of Rome had, but within his own 
Province, and ſuch as the Biſhops of Antioch and Alexandria had in theirs. 
And when the Biſhop of Rome in that Age interpoſed to reſtore ſome Bi- 
ſhops caſt out of Communion by the Eaſtern Biſhops, they declared a- 
gainſt it as a Violation of the Rules of the Catholict Church; and this 


became the Occaſion of the firſt Breach between the Eaſtern and Weſtern 


Churches. In the ſame Age Liberius, Biſhop of Rome, joyned with the 
Eaſtern Biſhops in caſting At hanafius out of the Catholick Church, and ſub- 
ſeribed the 4rian- Confeſſion of Faith; as both Hilary and S. Jerome witneſs; 
and it appears from his Seventh Epiſtle, and the old Leſſon in the Roman 
Rreviary, 19 Hal. Sept. which hath been ſince expunged for telling Tales. 


In 
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Church. | 


Summons, about the Three Chapters, not only the Church of Rome, but 


celebrate Divine Offices. When the Council ſate he refuſed to come; 
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In the Fifch Age happened a greater Breach between the Biſhops of 


Rome and the Eaſtern Churches. For Acacius the Biſhop of Conſtantinople, 
not complying with what the Biſhops of Rome deſired from him, was ſo- 
lemnly excommunicated by Felix III. But notwithſtanding this, the 
Emperor and Eaftern Biſhops continued till in his Communion; and 
they complained that the Proceedings againſt him were againſt the Rules 
of the Church, and favoured of great Pride, as appears by the Epiſtles of 
Gelafius, who ſucceeded Felix. And upon this a notorious Schiſm hap- 25%. 4. 8. 
pened, which the Eaſtern Churches charged the Church of Rome with; 
and believed themſelves to be ſtill in the Communion of the Catholick 


In the Sixth Age Vigilius Biſhop of Rome gives an undeniable Evidence 
of the Difference between Communion with the Catholick Church and with 
the Biſhop of Rome. When he went to Conſtantinople, upon Fuſtinian's Ba. l. .. A. 


that of Africa, Sardinia, Iſtria, Tllyricum and others, earneſtly entreated 

him not to conſent to the condemning them; accordingly when he came to 
Conſtantinople he was ſo warm and zealous in the Cauſe, that he forthwith 
excommunicates the Patriarch and his Adherents; among whom the Em- 

preſs her felf was one: But ſoon after he was fo much mollified, that he 

not only took oft his Sentence, bur privately agreed with the Emperour 

ro condemn the Three Chapters. Which was diſcovered to the Weſtern - 
Churches by Ruſticus and Sebaſtianus, who were then with him: Where- 

upon they cried out upon him for prevaricating and betraying the Council 

of Chalcedon; and the Afri an Biſhops not only condemned his Judgment, 

but excommunicated him and all that conſented to it; and ſo did the Biſhops re-. Tunan. 
of IAyricum. Which Schiſm continued many Years, as appears by the Pe coy: 


. Epiſtles of Pelazius II. and Gregory. Vigilius finding how the Matter was . X. 


reſented in the Weſtern Churches, yields to a General Council; which 
the Emperor Summon d at Conſtantinople; in the mean time he publiſhes 
an Edict againſt the Three Chapters. Vigilius to recover his Credit with 
the Weſtern Biſhops, denounces Excommunication againſt thoſe that yield- 
ed to it; bur the Greeks deſpiſed his Cenſure, and immediately went to 


which they regarded not, but went on and condemned the Three Chapters Neve Ces. 
without him; but when the Council was ended he complied with i; as“ f. 4588. 
now appears from the Authentick Acts lately publiſhed. | 
Let any Man now judge, whether Communion with the Biſhop of Rome 
were then looked on as a neceſſary Condition of being in the Catholick 
Charch, either by the Eaſtern or Weſtern Churches. 
In the Seventh Age there is a Neceſſity to make a Diſtinction between 
the Communion With the Biſhop of Rome, and with the Catholick Church; 
becauſe Honorius then Biſhop of Rome is condemned by the Sixth General 
Council, for contradicting the Apoſtolical Doctrine, and the Definitions, of 
Councils, and for following the falſe Doctrines of Hereticks. And the fame 
Judgment is confirmed by the Seventh and Eighth Councils, which are re- 
ceived for General in the Church of Rome. And Leo I. in his Epiſtle to 
the Emperour, wherein he confirms the Sixth Council, expreſly Anathe- 
matizes his Predeceſſor Honorius for no leſs than betraying the Catholick 
Faith. And in the Profeſſion of Faith made by every new Biſhop of Rome 
(extant in the Diurnus) Honorius is Anathematized by Name. Was it 
then the Romas Catholick Church which joyned in Communion with 
Honor ius ? | | In 


. A Vindication of the Anſwer 
In the Eighth Age the Biſhop of Rome approved the Second Council of 
Nice; but notwithſtanding the Weſtern Churches ſtiffly oppoſed it, as con- 
trary to Faith ; which they could not have done, if at that time the Pope 
had been looked on as the Head and Center of Catholict Communion. 

In the Ninth Age happened the great Breach between the Two Patri- 
archs of Rome and Conſtantinople, which in Conſequence engaged the Ea- 
ſtern and Weſtern Churches againſt each other. And although the reſto- 
ring of Photius after the Death of Ignatius ſeemed to put an end to it; yet 
the Difference increaſed chiefly upon Two Points, that of Juriſdiction and 
the Addition to the Creed, made by the Weſtern Church, which the Coun- 
cil under Photius did Anathematize ; and the whole Greek Church, with 
the Four Patriarchs, joyned in it; as arguing Imperfection in the Creed 
and the Tradition of their Fore- fathers. And upon theſe Two Points this 
Schiſm began; although Photius did charge the Latin Church with other 

things; which made Vicholaus I. ro employ ihe beſt Pens they had to de- 
Fatramn. e. fends the Latins againſt the Greeks. A . of which was Ratramnus late] 


ine Sl publiſhed , who lived at that time ; and it is obſervable in him, That he 
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24,27, 9,83, ſtinguiſhes the Latin Church or the whole Rowan Communion, from the Ca- 
54, 60,1, 2 5 F * : * 50 
tholick Church; which he ſaich, was extended from the Eaſt to the Weſt, 
from the North to the South | 
In the Eleventh Age this Schiſm brake forth with greater Violence, in 
the time of Leo IX. and Michael Cerularius Patriarch of Conſtantinople. 
To, the former Occaſions of Difference, a new one was added, never men- 
tion'd in Photius his time, viz. the uſe of unleavened Bread in the Sacrament, 


complained ; the Pope ſends Three Nuntio's to Conſtantinople, who beha- 
ved themſelves rudely and infolently towards the Patriarch; as he ſhews 
in his Epiſtles to the Patriarch of Antioch, publiſhed lately by Cotelerius; 
ie gp there he declares he would not treat with them about Religion without the 
5 other Patriarchs ; upon which they pronounced them o&/tznate, and pro- 
P. 64. n. 3, cceded to Excommunicate the whole Greek Church for not complying with 
+» 5: them. And the Patriarch returned the Kindneſs and Anathemarized them. 
The Form of the Anathema againſt the Greeks is printed with Humbertus; 
Can. Artig. and the ſhort of it is, whoſoever contradicts the Roman See is to be excluded 
1 % Catholick Communion, and be made Anathema Maranatha. - : 
This was plain Dealing; bur it was the Eleventh Age before thing 
came to this height. And yet in that very Anathema one of the Reaſons 
aſſigned, was becauſe the Grecks like the Donatiſts . confined the Catholick 
Church to themſelves. ._ CD | 
In the Thirtcenth Age Innocent TIL. writes to the Greek Emperor to bring 
the Greeks. back to the Unity of the Church; the Patriarch of Conſtantino- 
Lib. 2 2.8. ple writes back again to know what he meant by it, and how he could call the 
Reman Church, the One Catholick Church, ſince Chriſtians made but one 
Flock under their ſeveral Paſtors, Chriſt himſelf being Head over all. The 


Iunocent III. 
n 


4 209. Pope anſwers, The Church is called Catholict Two ways; 1. As it conſiſts of 


all particular Churches, and ſo he grants the Roman Church is not the Ca- 
tholick Church, hut a part of it, though the chief. 2. As it holds under it all 
particular Churches; and ſo, he faith, Ihe Roman Church only is the Catho- 
lick Church. AST lie makes owning the Reman Church to be Mather 
and Miſtreſs «of all Churches, as he there: ſaith, to be a neceſſary Condition 
of Catholick Communion- And thus it becomes the Roman Catholick 
Church. But this was a very new Notion of the Catholicſ E 

| which 


Y 
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To. 2, p. 3, ſuppoles both to be ſtill Parts of the Catholick Church; and he often di- 


by the Latin Church. Of this, with other things, Michael Cerularius- 
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which in the Fathers of the Church was taken in one of theſe two 
Senſes. | | ” | 
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1. With reſpect to Faith, and ſo Catholick was tlie ſame with Sound and 
of a right Faith, in Oppoſition to the Notorious Hereſies of the Firſt 
Ages. So it was uſed by Ignatius, againſt the Herefies of that time, 
which denied Jeſus to be Chriſt, therefore, ſaith he, Wherever Chriſt Feſus Rnat. 2d 
is, there is the Catholick Church. Aſter him Polycarp is called by the. . l. 
Church of Smyrna, Biſhop of the Catholick Church i Smyrna. So the £9: 7. 4. 
Council of Antioch ſpeaking of the Depoſition of Paulus Samoſatenus lay, Ws. as 


. They muſt ſet another Biſhop over the Catholick Church there. Clemens Strom. 1.7. 


Alexandrinus ſaith, The Catholick Church 7s ancienter than Hereſies; that P. 764, 76g. 
it hath the Unity of the Faith, and ſubfiſts only in the Truth. Pacianus Pale Eg i. 
obſerves, That in thoſe Ages the Hereticks went by other Names, but the PS 
ſound Chriſtians were known by the Name of Catholicks, which had been of * 

very ancient Uſe in the Church, though not found in Scripture; as Fulgentiunn 
likewiſe obſerves. But Ladantius takes notice that the Heretiths had Falgent. Op. 
gotten the Trick of uſing that Name; and then his Rule is to diſcern the 4 nuit. 
true Catholic Church by the true Religion. For he not only faith before, 4. 4. c. ut. 
That the Catholick Church 7s to be known by the true Worſhip of God; but c F 
when he comes to lay down the Notes of the true Church, the firſt of them — 
is Religion. So I find in an old Laftantius, printed at Nome, A. D. tum retiner. 
1470. but, for what Reaſon I know not, it is left out in the latter 


Editions. In the Conference between the Donatiſts and the Ca- * 
tholick Biſpops, both ſides challenged the Name of Catholicks to 


themſelves; and the Roman Judge determined, It ſhould belong to 


them who were found to have Truth on their fide. Pope Innocent III. in a 

Council at Rome declares, That all the Churches in the World are cal- _ 
led one from the Unity of the Catholick Faith. And in the Canon before, $y9!-m. 

he mentions the Roman Church as Aiſtinct from the Citholick,. but com- N 5 
prehended under it while it adheres to the Catholick Faith. Which was 88 
not then underſtood to be what the Roman Church declares to be ſo; but 

what was univerſally received in the Church from the Apoſtles times, and 

was delivered in the Creeds to the Perſons to be admitted by Baptiſm into 

the Catholick Church. | „ 


2. With reſpect to Perſons and Places. And ſo Catholitk was firſt taken 

in. oppoſition to the Fewiſh Confinement of Salvation to themſelves ;. and 

of God's appointed Worſhip to one Temple. So Ignatius ſaith, The Church | 

ir one Body, made up of Jews and Gentiles. And the Church of Smyrna kbit. a4 
writes to all the Members of the Catholick Church in all Places: and the , 
Council öf Antioch writes to the whole Catholick Church under Heaven. 7; 1 * 
S. Cyril faith, The Church is called Catholick from its Univerſal ſpreading e 24, "HP 
and teathing the whole Doctrine of Cbriſt to all ſorts of Peliſons. Athanaſius 1 gp oy 
faith, Je is called Catholick, becauſe it is diſperſed over the World. The- Aathanoſ. Tv. a. 


op bylact ſaith, The Catholick Church is 4 Body made up of all. Churches, 2:42: 


whereof Chriſt is the Head. And the African Biſbops from the firſt begin- 84. 5 


ning of the Diſpute with the Donatiſts laid great weight upon this, That 

the Catholick Church was to be taten in itt largeſt Extent ; or elſe the Pro- Opt. 6. Pat. 
miſes could not be fulfilled ; as may be ſeen in Optatus, who faith, The 4% , fe 
Church is called Catholick, not buy from its having, the true Faith, but Catholica, quid 


from its being every where diſperſed And S. Auguſtine hath written whole 47 4% 1 


onference with the Donatifts, the Cat holict fiſa. 


Books to prove it. In the 250 
5 A aaaa | TS Biſhops, 
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Biſhops, and eſpecially S. Auguſtin, plead, that they are called Cartholicks 

3 becauſe they hold communion with the whole World of 

arr an _ GP . rr . Chriſtians, and not with thoſe only of a particular 
NO gre ang mm Title or Denomination. For therein they made the 
Et appellantur & merito ſunt Car holiei Schiſm of the Doxatiſts conſiſt not barely in a cauſe- 
ipſa ſua communione nomen teſtantes, Ca. Jeſs Separation ; but in confining the Catholick Church 
Waren prog e ence to themſelves, who at beſt were but a Part of it. And 
fendit ab univerſo preciſam,non ſibi uſur- becauſe the Notion which Innocent III. gives, 18 lia» 
pet hoc nomen, ſed nebiſcum teniat deri: he to the ſame Charge, it cannot be excuſed from the 
atem, wa A fame ilt. | FS 7 . | 
Thus we have found the Author of this Notion of the Roman Cat ho- 
lick Church, viz. for ſuch as own the Supremacy of the Church of Rome, 

as he explains it more fully in the ſame Epiſtle. 

But yet this Notion of the Catholick Church was not Univerſally received 
after Innocent III. For inthe Fifteenth Age, in the Council of Florence, 
Cardinal Beſſarion diſputing with the Greeks about the Authority of the 

contil. Horent. Roman Church, in making an Addition to the Creed, ſaith, That how 
Sf 9. great ſoever rhe Power of the Roman Church be, he grants it is leſs than 
that of a General Council, or the Catholick Church. 'From whence it fol- 
lows, that the Notion of the Catholick Church cannot be taken from 


owning the Roman Church to be Miſtreſs of all Churches; for then the | 


Catholick Church is bound to ſubmit to the Decrees of the Rowan Church 
about Matters of Faith. _ 0 2: | 
In the beginning of the ſame Age the Council of Conſtance met, and 
in the Fourth Seſſion declared, That a General Council repreſents the Catho- 
lick Church, and hath its Power immediately from Chriſt ; and that in Mat- 
ters of Faith, Unity of the Church, and Reformation, all Perſons, even Popes 
themſelves are bound to ſubmit to it. And truly it was but neceſſary for 
them to take off from the Pope's Authority in Matters of Faith, ſince they 
Concil. Cor- charge Fohn XXIII. with no leſs than frequent and pertinaciout denying the 
cen de, Immortality of the Soul. Was not this Man fit to be an Infallible Head of 
7. 12. p. 87. the Catholick Church, and the true Center of Chriſtian Communion 2 
F om. Font: Bellarmine faith, this Article was not proved, but only commonly believed, 
n becauſe of the diſſoluteneſs of his Life. But this is but a poor Defence; 
ſince this Article ſtands upon Record againſt him in all the Editions of the 
Council of Conſtance; which J have compared; even that at Rome, ſaid to 
be collated with Manuſcripts. And why ſhould ſo ſcandalous an Article le 
ſuffered to ſtand, unleſs there were ſuch a conſent of Copies that it could 
not for ſhame be removed? | | db 
The Doctrine of the Council of Conſtance was confirmed by the Coun- 
cil of Bafil, and is to this Day maintained by the Clergy of France, as 
appears by their Declaration made A. D. 1682. From whence it follows, 
that the Church is not called Catho/ick from relation tothe Roman Church; 
but zo zhe whole Body. of Chriſtians : and that the Juity of it, is not to be 
taken from the reſpect it bears to an external Viſille Head which may fail, 
but to Chriſt as the eſſential Head of the Church. This is the expreſs 
Doctrine of the Cardinal de Alliaco, Joh. Major, Almain, Gerſon and many 
others; and follows from the Decree of the Council of Conſtance. 
Thus J have briefly deduced the Senſe of the Chriſtian Church in this 
Matter from the Apoſtolical times; and that not meerly from the Sayings 
of particular Men; but from publick, ſolemn, and undoubted Acts of 
the Church. Which I have the rather done, becauſe the Defender ſaith, 
Þ-f. p. 23. we have no Antiquity on our fide in this Cauſe, but as much as ene 2 
1510 . think 
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think I have produced a little more, and too much for him to Anſwer. 
It is time now to conſider what Proof the Replier brings, that Catho- 
lick and Roman Catholick in the Senſe of Antiquity were one and the ſame 
thing. e 3 
He produces the Teſtimonies of Tertullian and Cyprian, wherein the 


Church of Rome is called the Catholick Church. Who doubts that in Pag. 6. 
thoſe Days there was a Catholick Church at Rome ? For every particular _ 
Church which agreed in the Catholick Faith was then called the Cat bolict 
Church of ſuch a Place. And innumerable Inſtances of this kind may be 


gathered out of Antiquity ; both as to the City of Rome, and other 
Cities as well as that; and ſurely they were not all Catholict Churches in 
his Senſe ; when he agrees there is bur One Catholick Church ; nay more, 


even Parochial Churches were called Catholick, as he may find in Cotelerius. Not. in. Ao: 
S. Ambroſe's Teſtimony ſignifies no more, than that Satyrus coming into 9 gt l. 


a Place ſuſpected for the Luciferian Schiſm, asked if the Biſhop joyned with 
the Catholick Biſhops, i. e. with the Roman Church. Which is no mote 


than whether he agreed with his own Church; for Satyrus was a Roman 
born. But this would prove any other Church to be the One Catholick 


Church alrogether as well as the Roman. 


The Patriarch of Conſtantinople writes to Hormiſda, that he would mit. 


hereafter recite in the Diptychs the Names of thoſe who were excommunicated 
by the Apoſtolical See. And what follows? But he ſaith, They were ſever'd 


from the Communion of the Catholick Church. And fo were thoſe excom- 


municated by the Patriarch of Conſtantinople. . But the Words are, who 
do not in all things conſent with the See Apoſtolick ; but the plain Mean- 
ing is, of thoſe who were caſt out of Communion, for thg Words are too, 
Sequeſtratos 4 Communione Ecclefig Catholic. And doth this prove the 
Roman Church to have any more Relation to the Catholict, than the Church 


of the meaneſt Biſhop in the Carholick Church 2 | 


— 


* 
— 
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2. P. Gor. 


© As to the calling of.Catholick Romaniſts by the Gothick Arias ; that 


relates to the Roman Empire, and not to the Roman Church. 
And now let any impartial Reader judge whether the Senſe of Autiguity 
be not admirably cleared by theſe Paſſages, as to the making out Roman 


and Cathilick to be the ſame. But to proceed. 


(.) I faid farther, that if the Roman Church believed it ſelf to be 


the Catholick Church, it muſt void rhe Baptiſm of thoſe who are out of 


its Communion ; but ſince Baptiſm doth enter Perſons into the Catholick 


Church, by its own Confeſſion, the Catholick Church which is owned in 


the Creeds, muſt be of larger Extent than the Roman., | 

In Anſwer to this, they both tell me 2his Point hath been over-ruled long 
ago by the Catholick Church; the Baptiſm of Hereticts being allowed to be 
good. But fince it is granted, that Baptiſm doth enter Perſons into that 
Catholick Church we believe in the Creeds, doth it not evidently follow, 


Reply p. 6. 
ce p 7- 


that the (at holict Church in the Creeds is larger than the Roman Communion 2. 
For it takes in thoſe which the other doth not. Doth not the Catholick 


Church take in all that are admitted into the Catholic Church? But many 


more by their own Confeſſion are admitted into it than are of the Roman 
Communion, and therefore it unavoidably follows, that the Roman Catho- 

lick Church cannot be the Catholick Church believed in the two Creeds. 
And although according to S. Auguſtine, the Validity of Baptiſm de- 
pends on the right Form of Words, and not the good Diſpoſition of him 
that adminiſters; yet Baptiſm where it is valid muſt have its due Effect, 
which is entring Perſons into the Catholick Church. 
er But 


A Vindication of the Anſwer 


Pag. 9. 


Catech. Rom. 
Part 1. c. 10. 
. 20. 


Seſſ. 7. 
Can, 7, 8, 9 


De Bapt. 
Can. 13. 


Pag. 10. 


Reply Pp. $. 


But ſay they, Doth not Hereſic, &c. caſt them out of the Catholick Church: 
Suppoſe it doth, yet if Hereſie do caſt chem out, they were in the Church 
till they were caſt out of ir. Their being allowed to be in it doth my Bu- 
ſineſs ; ler them prove them caſt out by Heteſie when they pleaſe. But 
the Defender faith, 7 ſuppoſe what I ſhould prove, and then fr. ve it ty 
Means of that Suppoſition. | | . ee 

Here I am to ſec k; for do J not prove from their own Syppoſition and 
not from mine, that Baptiſm doth enter Perſons into the Catholick 
Church? And therefore from thence I prove, that themſelves cannot be- 
lieve the Catholick and Roman Church to be all one; ſince they allow many 


| multitudes to be entred into the Catholict Church, which they deny to be 


of the Roman Church. bs te . | 
Yer he goes on, That ſuch Perſons are not truly Vientbers either of the 
Catholick or Roman Catholick Church. No? then Baptitm doth not ad- 
mit Perſons into the Catholick Church. Which is very new Doctrine, and 
fit. only for new Converts, and is directly contrary to the itomon Oate- 
chiſm, which ſaith, Baptiſm is the Gate by which we enter into the Church. 
They were ſo far Members, ſaith he, as Baptiſm could make them. Ard that 
T hope was to make them Members of Chriſt's Body; or elſe what be- 
comes of the Council of Trent, which ſo expreſly aſſerts, and that with 
an Anathema, the Validity and Efficacy of the Sacraments in general, and 
of Baptiſm in particular 2 And there is a ſpecial Anathema againſt thoſe 
who ſay that Children baptized are not to be reckon d inter fideles, and I 
hope thoſe are Members of the Catholick Church. Is there Remiſſion of 
Sins, Communion with the Holy Spirit granted out of the Catholick 
Church? Yet theſe are the Effects of Baptiſm, owned by all Perſons in 


the Church of Rome; or elſe they cannot themſelves be of the Roman 


Communion. What is it then pray 20 be as much Members of the Church 
as Baptiſm could make them? What can make them more Members than 


Baptiſm doth 2 According to their own Doctrine. But they are as far off 


the Roman Church as they are off the Catholick. Say you ſo? 
Then no more is requiſite to make a Man a Member of the Ro- 
man Church, than is neceſſary to his Baptiſm. This is great News, 
and would be very welcome to the. Chriſtian World. I have heard of 
many Projects of Accommodation; but none ſeem to be like this. 
For then no more is neceſſary to make us Members of the Roman 
Church than of the Catholick, 2. e. owning the Creed and our Baptiſmal 
Pow. Nay, hold there, ſaith he, zhe Profeſſion of the Catholick Faith js 
neceſſary to make one a true Member of the Roman Catholick Church. This 
is the Meaning of a whole Page, or elſe it has none: Suppoſe this 
to be true; and it proves what I intend. For either this Catholick Faith 
is the ſame which was required to Baptiſm, or not. If the ſame, then no 
more is required than owning the Creeds, to make a Member of the Ro- 
man Carholick Church; if not the fame, then thoſe who are Members of 


_ the Catholick Church by Baptiſm, are not Members of the Roman Catholick 


till a farther Profeſſion of the Roman Faith; and conſequently the Catho- 
lick Church and the Roman Catholick are not the ſame, ſince thoſe may be 


Members of the Catholick Church, who are not of the Reman Catholick. 


Can any thing be plainer? 

And the Replier is ſo much a Gentleman, to own the Truth of it. For 
thefe are his Words, That Baptiſm enters Perſons into the Catholick Church, 
who though they be out # the Communion of the Roman Church, yet having 
the true form of Baptiſm, are Members of the Catholick Church. Therc- 
| "i bon fore 
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fore the Catholick Church, aud Roman Catholick cannot-be:rha ſame. 
Which was all J intended to prove. | | 


But he faith, That as Baptiſm enters them into the Catholick Church; 


ſo Hereſie, Apoſtafie, or Infidelity caſts them out; or elſe the old Fereticks, 


which he reckons up, were {till Members of the Catholick Church. Lanſwer, 
That my Argument was not concerning the old Hereticks, who rejected 
any Article of the Creed, which was delivered at Baptiſm, and the own- 


ing of it required in order to it; but concerning the Roman Catholick 
Church, which makes the owning New Articles of Faith neceſſary in order = 


to its Communion ; and if this Church reje& any from its Communion 


who do own the Articles of the Creeds, it follows from thence, that it is 


not the Catholick Courch into which Perſons are admitted by Baprifm. 


we 


But no Man if an Heretick, though baptized, can remain in the Church. Pag. 9. 


If he be convicted of renouncing the Creed, upon the owning whereof 


he was received to Baptiſm, he caſts himſelf out of the Church; for he 
doth not ſtand to his Promiſe. If you mean that any thing which the Ro- 
man Catholic Church declares to be Herefie, caſts a Man out of the Catho- 
lick Church, I do utterly deny it, and I ſee no Reaſon brought to prove 


( 4.) I argued, that in a divided State of the Church, there may be 


different Communions, and yet both may remain Parts of the Catholick 


Church ; for which I inſtanced in the Excommunications of old about 
keeping Eaſter, and the Differences between the Eaſtern and Weſtern 
Churches; but to appropriate the Title of the One Catholick Church to 
any one of the divided Parties, ſo as to exclude the reſt, was to charge 


that Party with the Schiſm, as in the Caſe of the Navatians and Donatiſts ; 
and conſequently, to apply the One Catholick Church to the Roman, 


was to make it guilty of the preſent Schiſin in the Chriſtian World. 


Both the Defender and Replier behave themſelves in their Anſwers to 


this, as if they did not underſtand what I aimed at; and therefore run out 
into things by the bye, as if they thought there were no Difference between 
laying ſomething to a Book, and giving an Anſwer to it. What I can pick 
up, which ſeems material, I will ſet down diſtinctly. * 


The Replier takes Notice that Iſaid, That before the Unhappy Diviſions 
of the Chriſtian Church it had been no Difficulty to have ſhewed that one 
viſible Church which Chriſt had here upon Earth; to wkich he anſwers, That 


there were Diviſions in the Apoſtles times, and the ſame Means which were then 


uſed to preſerve the Unity of the Catholick Chutch, did equally ſerve for after 


Pag. 9; 10: 


Ages and continue to this Day, and ſo the Unity of the Catholick Church is ſti ll. 
as viſible as ever it was. This in few Words I take to be the Force of what 


he faith. But certainly there was a time when the Unity of the Catholick 


Church was a little more diſcernable than now it is. Doth not the Scrip- 


ture tell us, the Multitude was of one Heart and one Soul? Are all Chriſti- 
ans ſo at this Day 2 I grant afterward there were Schiſms and Hereſſes in 
the Apoſtolical Churches. But the Apoſtles had an Infallible Spirit, which 


they manifeſted by the Power of Miracles going along with it, by which 


Means the Herefies were laid open and the Schi/ms ſtopped. But what were 


thoſe Herefies? Such as contradicted the Articles of the Creed, as about 
the Truth of Chriſt's Incarnation, and the Heſurrection of the Dead, &c. 


and therefore the Apoſtles by the Aſſiſtance of. that Infallible Spirit did 


write Epiſtles to the Churches, to declare chat which was to be the ſtanding 


Faith of all Ages; and by an unqueſtionable Tradition (in the Church. 


of 
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'A Vindicatton of the Anſwer 


Concil, Epheſ. 


of Rome) they fumm'd up theſe Fundamental Points of Faith in that 
which is therefore called the Apoſtles Creed. This was therefore the Stan- 
dard whereby to judge of Faith and Herefre ; and by this, they procecd- 
ed in the Ages ſucceeding the Apoſtles. Afterwards, ſome did not bare- 
faced contradict the Articles of the Creed, but broached ſuch Doctrines as 
did by Conſequence overthrow them; as the Arians by making a Creature 
God, the Neſtorians and Eutychians denying in effect the Truth of hrijt's 
Incarnation ; againſt theſe the General Councils aſſembled and the Eaſtern 
and Weſtern Churches joyned in condemning them; not from their own 
Authority as Supreme or Infallible Judges; but as the moſt Authentick 


Witneſſes of the true Apoſtolical Doctrine. And thus the Creed was en- 
larged by general Conſent through the whole Catbolick Church, and that 


which was called the Nicene Creed was made the Standard of Catholict 


But to prevent any Miſchief by overcharging the Creed, the. General 


: 


Part 2. 48:6.Council of Epheſus did abſolutely forbid any farther additions to be made to 


Chalcedon. 
AF, 5. 


this Breach irreconcileable. 


it, and the Council of Chalcedon ratified that prohibition. All that they 


pretended to, was only to give the true Senſe of the Articles therein re- 
ceived about the Incarnation of Chriſt; and the ſame was declared by the 


Fifch and Sixth General Councils; wliereof the onè was to clear the 
Council of Chalcedon from favouring Neſtorianiſm, and the other to ſhew 


that the Humane Nature in Chriſt was perfect, as to the Affections of the 
Soul as well as the Bod. F a. 5 
But after this, a mighty Breach happen d between the Eaſtern and We- 
ſtern Churches; and ſetting aſide the different Cuſtoms in both (which 
might eaſily have been compoſed) there were two things, which made 


c 


1. The Weſtern Churches taking upon them to make a New Addition 


to the Creed; as to the Spirit i proceeding from the Son; without asking 


the Conſent of the Eaſtern Churches. 


2. The Biſhop of Rome's aſſuming to himſelf an Authority of ad. 


ſhip over the Catholick Church, They did not deny him 4 Primacy of Or- 
der, as he had the Firſt Parriarchal See; but when he took upon him to 
exerciſe Juriſdiction in the other Patriarchates as well as his own, and ſent 
Legates for that purpoſe; they rejected his Authority, and ſo the Breach 


continued. 


» * 


But the Defender faith, The Popes Supremacy, if his Memory fail him 


not, was not ſo much as made a pretence till near 200 Tears after the Schiſm 
began, nor any where more acknowledged than in Greece, nor zy any Body. 


more than by him that began the Schiſm. If his Memory fail him not, I 


the very Epiſtles of the Popes on Occaſion of this Schiſm, than that this 


was at the bottom of all; whatever Pretences might be made uſe of ſome- 
times to palliate the Matter. Let him but read the Epiſtles of Leo I. to 
Anatolius and concerning him; the Epiſtles of Gregory I. about the Title 


of Oecumenical Patriarch; the Epiſtles of Nicolaus J. concerning Photius; 
of Leo IX. concerning Michael Cerularius, and I think he will be of ano- 


ther Opinion; and that the Controvetſie about Supremacy, to the Scan- 
dal of the Chriſtian World, was the true Occaſion of that dreadful Schiſm. 


But all the Eaſtern Churches I ſaid however different among themſelves. 


to this Day, look on the Pope's Supremacy as an Innovation to the 


F-4 2 


Tot 


nnn rr 


To which the Replier ſaith, The Eaſtern Churches were divided from the Pig the 
Roman Catholick Church by ſuch Dofrines as are inconſiſtent with theChurch 
of England which profeſſes to hold with the Four Firſt General Councils. 

I will not deny but the Breach as to the Neftorians began on the account 


of the Council of Epheſus ; but whether the Chriſtians: under the Turf 


and Perſians in Afia are truely Neſtorian is another Queſtion : I think not, 
for this Reaſon. In the beginning of this Century, the Patriarch of thoſe 


Chriſtians called his moſt Learned Men about him to conſider what their 8 


Doctrine really was, and how far they differd from the Roman Church 
about Chriſt ; ſince the Miſſionaries from thence, ſtill charged them with 
Hereſie: and they declared the diffetłnce to be only in Words and the man- 


ner of explication. For however they ſay that every Nature hath a Per- 


ſon inſeparable from it (by which they mean no more than a Subſiſtence 
yet from the Union of theſe two in Chriſt, they hold that there is but 

of one Parſopa they call it, or One Son reſulting from the Union f 
both Natures. And as long as they hold a real. Union of both Na. 
tures and one Filiation (as they ſpeak) reſulting from it, it is beyond 

my Underſtanding that they ſhould be guilty of the Neſtorian" Hereſfe. 
And this Account was given to Paul V. by one ſent from their Patri- pe. $row, 
arch, and ordered to be Printed by him at Rome. But is it not really a 4 Desmar. 
very hard Cale for 300000 Families, who as is there ſaid were under that / gi 
Patriarch, to be excluded the Catholick Church, and conſequently ſrom Rum. 1617: 
Salvation, for not right underſtanding the Subtiſties of the Diſtinction be. 


tween Nature and Perſon ; as, whether Subſiſtence can be ſeparated 'from 


Individual Nature; or whether an Hypoſtatical Union doth imply. that 


the Individual Nature doth loſe its own Subſiſtence 2 I app to the Con- 


ſcience of any good Chriſtian, whether he thinks Chriſt and his Apoſtles 
did ever make the Knowledge of theſe Things neceſſary to Salvation 


which the ſubtileſt of their Schoolmen ate never able to explain to the 


Capacities of the far greateſt part of Mankind, rc. 
The like may be ſaid, as to thoſe called Farychians, I do not doubt but 
the. Confuſion of both Natures in Chriſt was a Doctrine juſtly condemned 
by the Council of Chalcedon, becauſe he could not be true Man, if the 
Nature of Man were loſt in him; but I think there is no Reaſon to con- 
demn thoſe for that Hereſſe, who declare they reject the Doctrine of Eu- 
tyches, and that they hold two Natures in Chriſt making up one Perſonated ,, 
Nature without Mixture or Confufion, as their Patriarch explained theit Do- ** „. 4 
ctrine to Leonardus Abel Biſhop of Sidbn, whom Gregory XIII. ſent his 
Nuncio into thoſe Parts, on purpoſe to underſtand their Doctrines. And p44,  - 
the latter Miſſionaries confirm the ſame thing; that they do not deny two ss. 7rinir. 
Natures in Chriſt, but ſay that two Natures are as Parts making up by wa . 
their Union one Nature with a Perſon. And herein they ſay, Dibſcoras, Sacchin. nip. 
whom they follow, differ d from Eutyches: And muſt ſuch infinite Num- 4 0%, 
bers of this Perſwaſion in the Eaſtern and Weſtern Parts be excluded from 5,4. 4, . 
the Catholic Church for not knowing the Difference between a Perſon Fe- AS 
ſulting from the Union of two Natures ; and one Nature wirhour a Fer- „nge fu. 
ſon ariſing from two Natures without Mixture or Confuſion? A late Wi- Chap. 26. 
ter of the Roman Communion is ſo ingenuous to acknowledge that rhe 48-333: - 
Herefies charged on the Eaſtern Churches are imaginary and that they differ 


only in terms, from that which is owned to be the Catbolick Faitb. Piſert.deOris. 


gine, Nomine 


And Fauſtus Naironus hath lately publiſhed a Book at Nome to prove 7 1170: 
that the Maronites have been all along good Cathslitks ; although the Mormirarum, 
Popes in their Bulls from the Time of Ianbcrnt TIE. have fhill charged them 
with Hereſie. . : hy As 


i. 
—_— 


— 


As to the Greeks, there is yet leſs Reaſon to charge them with Hereſie; 

ſince they adhere to the Four General Councils; and out of Zeal for the 

Decree of the Council of Epheſus, will not allow the Addition which the 
| Weſtern Church made to the Creed. 0 

So that upon the whole Matter, there is nothing to exclude the Faſtern 


Supremacy. i NT 
But he tells us, Some of theſe (if his Authors deceive him not) as the 


and Communion, owning him for Supreme Head of the Church, provided on- 
ly they might not be obliged to renommce Eutyches and Dioſcorus. I am 
extremely afraid his Aurhors bave deceived him, I wiſh he had named 
them that others might beware of them. I ſuppoſe he means thar which 

Baronius printed at the end of his Sixth Tome, of a folemn Embaſſy from 
the Patriarch of Alexandria and all the Provinces of Egypt to own the 
Thom, 4 Jeſu. Pope as Supreme Head of the Church; which was ſoon after found to be a 
GJ g 077: meer, Cheat and Impoſture. How far the Ethiopiaus are from owning the 

me e. O Pope's Authority he may find in Ludolphur, or Balthaſar Tellez. It is true 
the Pope ſent a Patriarch into the Eaſt upon a Diviſion among themſelves; 
but after a while, he was forced to withdraw to the remoteſt Parts of Per- 
fia, and to leave their own Patriarch in full Power. The Biſhop of Sidon 
relates, what ill Succeſs he had with the Patriarch of the Jacobites. And it 
is, well known how ſoon the Greeks returned to their old Oppoſition after 


the Council of Florence. I had therefore Reaſon to ſay, that all the 


Churches of the Eaſt however different among themſelves agreed in reject- 
ing the Pope's Supremacy, and to this day look on it as an Innovation in 
the Church, ”- ef > V OE 

rag. 16 Ass to what he afterwards ſpeaks of their Blaſphemies againſt the Divinity 
| and Humanity of Chriſt, I now leave the World to judge of them; and if 
they be true, all Men muſt condemn the Pope's Mifionaries for notorious 
Liars; for the Judgment I make of them; is from the Relations they have 
given us. And if theſe be true, I can by no means allow them to be ex- 
cluded from being Parts of the Catholick Church; and ſo that muſt be of 

far greater extent than the Roman-Catholick Church. But to go on. 

I obſerved that which I thought a material Difference in the Schifms of 
the Church, ſome I ſaid were conſiſtent with both Parties remaining in 
the Catholick Church; for which I inſtanced in the Biſhops of Rome Ex- 
communicating the Biſhops of Aa, about Eaſter ; and thoſe of Aſia and 
Africa about Re-baptizing. Others were for excluding all out of the 
Church but themſelyes, as the Novatians and Donatiſts, 

Pag. 17, The Replier tells me he doth not think this Difference at all material. 
For what Reaſon 2 Becauſe the Church is the laſt Tribunal in all Differences ; 


and whoſoever ſeparates from her is to be reputed as a Heathen or 4 Publi- 


can. It ſeems then the Biſhops of 4/a for not keeping Eaſter with Pope 


Victor, were as very Heathens and Publicans as the Novatians and Dona- - 


tiſts. T hope this Gentleman after all, will not make the Church ſo ſevere 
in all irs Cenſures, to cut Men preſently oft from being Members of the 


cog 2 bene. Catholic Church. I had learnt from S. Auguſtin, That Excommunications 
p. 6. Collar. 


f. 0 ror. are ſometimes uſed by way of Diſcipline to bring Perſons to a ſenſe of their 
© Faults, and not to cut them off from the People of God. But ſuppoſe Excom- 
municatious ſhould always cut Perſons off from the Catholick Church, is it 

not to be ſuppoſed that they arc juſt and reaſonable > Suppoſe the Matter 

doth not deſerve it, or there be falſe Suggeſtions, or a precipitate Sentence; 

| | is 
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Churches from being Parts of the Catholitk Church, but deny ing the Pope's 


Egyptians and Ethiopians have often made Overtures to the Pope for Peace 
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is it teully all one, if the Church happens to Exconimunicare 2 But beſide 
all this, ſuppoſe one Bifhop in the Church takes upon him to Excommu- 


nicate others for little or no cauſe, and againſt the Advice of his Brethten; 
which was the Cafe of Victor about the Afar Biſhops ; muſt they be cut 
off from the Carholick Church as effectually, as if they had been guilty of 


the gteateſt Hereſie or Schiſm? 


. PER == . 0 * | . * . + | 5 , d 
But not to affix too ſevere a Cenſure on the Replier, in the next Page Fag. 12, 13; 


he doth acknowledge a material Difference ; which he faith was, That the 


whole Church was not yet engaged, and till a Decifion be made by the whole 
Church, the Parts may Excommunicate each other, and remain Parts of the 
Churchiſtill. Now this, in my Opinion, makes very much for me. For 
in this divided ſtate of the Chriſtian World, the whole Church is not enga- 


ged as to any Deciſion of the preſent Diffetences ; and therefore no Parts 


can be cut off by other Parts from the Catholick Church. For, firtce the 
Breaches of Chriſtendom, there hath been no Repreſentative of the Catho- 


lick Church; and is not like to be; and ſo the divided Parts remain Parts 


of the Catholick Church ſtiil, The Council of Trent was ſo far fram it, 7794 legit 


that the famous Abbot of S. Cyprian called it a Cabal of Schootmen influ-[;n;( 4 mh 


enced by the Pope. And there is a great deal of Differenc 


. 


Deciſion of Schoolmen and of the Catholick Church. 


1 


e#between the 


cannot bur ſtill think it material to obſerve, that in Schiſms of the 
moſt dangerous Nature, the Fault was laid on that Part which appropria- 
ted the Title of the Catholic Church to it ſelf, as in the Novatians and 
Donat iſts. 1 . 98 


Here the Defender puts in his Exceptions J for he ſaith; It ſounds, as Tag ” 


if I would have that Title never rightly applied, but to thoſe who do not 


challenge it; in likelihood becauſe they have no pretence to it. The Inſinuation 


is, as if J were willing any ſhould be called the Catholick Church, but that 
which is. But in earneſt, T am as much againſt any one Part being called 
the Whole, as another. And from the Cale of the Novarians and Dona- 
tiſts I have learnt to charge the Schiſm on thoſe, who at beſt being bur a 
Part challenge the Whole to themſelves. But he cannot underſtand how it 
comes to be Preſumption, and a cauſe of Schiſm in one Part of a Divifion to 
aſſume it. I am very ſorry for it, that he cannot underſtand it to be a Pre- 
ſumption in a Part, to call it ſelf the Whole. He faith, In a Diviſion, it 
is not well intelligible how more than one Part can bear it. I ſay it is not at 
all intelligible how any Part can bear ir. What thinks he of the Novari- 
ans and Donatiſts > Was it not Preſumption in them to arrogate the Title 
of the Catholick Church to themſelves? And were they not gherefore guilty 
of the Schiſm? | TER | 
In the ancient Church there were two ſorts of Schiſms, which I think ic 
material to obſerve. F 
1. A Factious Schiſm. i 
2. A Sacrilegious Schiſm. e 8 EY 
(J.) A Facfious Schiſm ; When Men out of Oppoſition to their lawful 
Goverhours, in the Church ſer up ſeparate Aſſemblies, Which by the 
Fathers are called mp:ovy29w34i, as by S. Baſi! in his Epiſtle to Amphilochi+ 
us, where he diſtinguiſheth Herefie, Schiſm and unlawful Meetings. Hereſie 
is againſt ſome neceſſary Point of Faith ; Schiſm is a Separation from the 


 Catholick Church aFont Matters of Diſcipline ; And unlawful Aſſemblies are 


ſuch as are ſet up againſt the Rales of the Charch. Thoſe.who were guilry 
of theſe were received upon due Submiſſion ; thoſe who were guilty of 
Schiſm were to renounce their Schiſm ; and thoſe who were guilty of 
| Bbbbb Hereſie, 
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Herefie, were to be re- baptixed. This was S. Bafil's Judgment, and is fol- 
lowed by Balſamon, Zonaras and Ariſtinus. And S. Bafil himſelf faith, 


This was the Senſe of the Fathers before him. 


(2.) A Sacrilegious Schiſm is that which robs the Church of God of that 
which belongs to it, i. e. which excludes all but their own Number from 
being true Members of the Church. And this was the Schiſm charged on 
the Novatians and Donatiſts. This S. Auguſtine very often charges upon 
the latter, as a very high piece of Schiſm ; for faith he, While they confine 
the Church to their own Communion, they are guilty of manifeſt Sacrilege, 
both againſt Chriſt and his Church. ” | 

And whoſoever follow their Steps, and exclude any Parts of the Church 
from being fo, and confine the Church to their own Communion, they 
are guilty of the ſame Sacrilegio s Schiſm; which is of a higher Nature 
than a meer Factious Schiſm. But the Defender ſaith, The Language of the 
World has always preſerved the Title of Catholick to one Part, and given the 
Name of Sect or Part cut off to the other. 

By the Language of the World, he muſt, mean of that Part which ex- 
cludes the reſt. Which he calls the World by the very fame Figure by 
which 2 Pans challenges to be the Whole. But in Conſequence to this, 
for all that I can yet ſee, thefe who were excluded out of the Catholick 
Church, muſt be taken in by Baptiſm. And S. Cyprian, Firmilian, and 
S. Baſil ſaw this well enough. I confeſs it was after carried, That Here- 
ticks were to be diſtinguiſhed, and thoſe only to be Re- baptized who re- 
nounced the Baptiſmal Faith, in Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt. And the 
meaning, I ſuppoſe was, that nothing but that excluded Perſons out of the 
Catholic Church; and thoſe Hereticks whoſe Baptiſm was allow'd, were 
of an inferiour ſort; and by not diſowning their Baptiſm, they ſhew'd 


they looked on them only as corrupted Parts of the Church. And ſo did 


the Councils of Nice and Arles; which did not utterly reject Re-baptiza- 
tion, but only of thoſe who preſerved the Baptiſmal Faith. It was not 
therefore the Senſe of the Ancient Church, that upon every Diſſenſion in 
matters of Faith from the general Doctrine of the Church, one Party muſt 
be excluded from the Catholic Church, and that Title belong to the other. 

But he proceeds, I hat this Preſumption cannot be the Cauſe of Schiſms, 
which muſt happen before the Preſumption. | 

This is very eaſily anſwered. For a Breach there muſt be before; but 
the Schiſm belongs to thoſe who were the true Cauſes of the Breach. II 
therefore any one Part aſſumes to it ſelf the Right of the whole, and re- 
quires the owning it from all that joyn in Communion with it, this very 
act makes it juſtifiable (not to ſeparate from the Catholict Church) but not 
to joyn in Communion with that Part on ſuch unreaſonable Terms. 

Well, ſaith he, Suppoſe the dividing Parts do ſtill continue Parts of the 
Catholick Whole; cannot the Roman-Catholick be that Whole, i. e. Sup- 
poſe there be many Parts, why may not one of them be the Whole 2 For 
ſtill, the Roman-Catholick is but a Part, though Catholick be the Whole ; 
as though the Ocean be the whole, yet the Brzziſh, or Gallican, or Spa- 


niſb, or Atlantick Ocean, it but a Part of the whole Ocean. I am aſhamed 
to purſue ſo clear a Point any farther. | 


Pag. 12. 


But he hath one fetch behind ſtill, viz. That it is one Faith which makes 
the Catholick Church one; if therefore the Roman Catholick Church be a 
Part of this Catholick Whole, the other Parts muſt believe as ſhe does, or 
elſe they cannot be Parts. 

I will endeavour to make this clear to him, and ſo end this Diſpute. = 

* 


Faith; Therefore Faith is neceſſary to che very Baiog of u Chufch; * 5 


theſe Two Points will go a very great way towards the putting an end to 
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unleſs they believe the Chriſt;an'Dofrine, they cannot 
Church. This Faith which is necelfary 40 1255 them — 1 
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"HE whole aud ſole Hegi of the fh fer, 2s La Reptier calls + me, Pay ul gh 


was to evince this Point. That all Controverſial: Points Y 1 Faith, 8 os ES. 


either about Holy Scripture, or other Subjefts, db fall inder the Jud net” 7 Sap 6 2 


and Decifion of the Churt h. But, under Favour, that is not tlie Whole 
Deſign of it; for this implies no mote than a. the Ohürch may, if 
it pleaſes, decide them; but the Deſign is, to prove, Tllat in all Matrers 
of Faith the Churches Authority is why i, farther Examination to be 
ſubmitted to; ſo that all that Ckriſtiars Have to do is but to enquire into 
Two Things. 1. Where the Church is,” 2. Whether che Church hath de- | 
clared its Judgment or not. Pad es x #- "a 
And ſeveral Things are objected in che Papers; againſt che not fubmjcs | 
ting to the Churches Judgment, viz. That eve 2 will be his own Judge ; © 
which is not allowed in Common Matters, much leſs in Matters of Faith; 
that no ſuch Authority is given to every 2 Man by" " Scripture. but » Mi 
the Churches Authority is there eftabliſhed; and was owned in the Primitive " | 
Church in the Creeds, and about the Canonical Books ; and fince the Church 
had once ſuch a Power, there is no reaſon to ſuppoſe it 'lot ; but 1 Diffs 
rences happening, the Churches Judgment is to be ſubmitted Wo 
This is the whole Strength and Force of the Firſt Paper Th: 3 5 it is about 
a Subject of the higheſt Importance, both as to the Satis faction of parti- 
cular Perſons, and the Peace of the Chriſtian World. And the clearing 


Controverſies. 1. That in all Diſputes we are to ſearch no farther, but 

preſently to yield to the Judgment of the Church. 2. That the Roman- 

Cat holict Church is that Church. How far I am from being ſatisfied with 

the latter doth already appear; I now ſer my ſelf to conſider the other. 
And here are theſe Things neceſſary to be debated, 

1. Whether Chriſt and his Apoſtles did eſtabliſh ſuch a landing Ju-, 
dicature in the Church, to which all Chriſtians were bound ro 
ſubmit in Matters of Faith? 

2. Whether the Primitive Church did own ſuch a J atlas And 
did accordingly govern their Faith 2 
Whether it be an unreaſonable thing to ſuppoſe the contrary, vir. 
That Chriſt ſhould leave Men to judge for themſelves in Matters 
which concern their Salvation, according to the Scriptures 7 

(1.) Whether Chriſt and his Apoſtles did eſtabliſh ſuch a ſtanding Ju- 
dicature in the Church to put an end to all Controverſies which ſhould 
b bbb bz | ariſe 
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ariſe about Matters of Faith ? We do not Queſtion but Chriſt might haye 
done it if he had pleaſed; and there is no doubt he fore ſaw all thoſe In- 


conveniences which are now ohjected againſt the want of it; But the point 
before us, is, Whether Chriſt, who alone could do it, hath declared this 
to be his Will and Pleaſure? We are then to conſider, that this being a 
Point of ſo great Conſequence, the Commiſſion for ſuch a Court of Judi- 


cature in the Church ought to be delivered in che plaineſt and cleareſt 


that may be; for otherwiſe this were do beget Controverſies inſtead 
of püͤkting an end to chem. When God under the Law, eſtabliſhed a Su- 
preme Court of Appeal as to the Differences which might ariſe about the 


Law, he tells them where that Court, mould ſit, and commands the Peo- 


ple to go up rhither and hear their Sentence and ſubmit to ir. This was 


a plain and clear Declaration of the Will of God; and they had no more to 


do but to go up to the Place. which God did chuſe, viz. Jeruſalem. And 


there was never any diſpute afterwards among the Hraelites what they 
were to do when Differences happened; for an Appeal lay to the 


Court of Jerzſalem, and the Sentence of that Court they were to ſtand to 
on pain of Death. Our bleſſed Saviour knew this Conſtitution amon 

the Jews, when he founded his Church; and if he had intended any ſuch 
Thing therein, he would not have fallen ſhort of the exactneſs of the Law 
in the Things neceſſary in order to the Eſtabliſhment of it; z. e. he would 
not have failed to have told us, who were to make up that Supreme Court, 


and where it was to Sit. For theſe Things were neceffary to the end of 


it. Shall we then ſay, that Chriſt was not yet reſolved where it ſhould 
be 2 Or, that it was not fit to let it be known ſo ſoon ? But why not, when 
he madè Promiſes to the Apoſtles of being with them to the end of the 


| World? There can be nopretence, why he thould not then declare, where 


Rom. 16. 17. 


the Supreme and ſtanding Court of his Church was to be; which was in 


all Ages to give Rules to the reſt of the Church, and to Determine all 
Points of Faith which: came before the. 


But did the Apoſtles Determine this Matter after Chriſt's Aſcenſion 2 If 


they had done it, we muſt have yielded, becauſe they had an Infallible 


Spirit: But we find nothing like it in all their Writings. They mention 
Hereſies often, and damnable ones they ſaw creeping into the Church, they 
lamented the Schiſms and Diviſions in the Churches of their owA Plant- 
ing, and uſed frequent” and vehement Exhortations to Peace and Unity. 
But why not a word of the Infallible Judge of Controverſies all this while 


S. Paul wrote to the Church of Rome it ſelf, and even there mentions Di/- 


ſenfions that were among them, as well as in any other Church. What, could 
not he tell them they were to make Rules and give Judgment for the whole 
Church 2 Did S. Paul envy this Privilege to S. Peter's See, and therefore 
took no notice of it? That I ſuppoſe will not be ſaid of him, though he 
once withſtood him to the face. Bur, how happen the reſt of the Apoſtles 


not to do it > Nay, how came S. Peter himſelf, writing for the Benefit of 


the whole Church, in a Catholick Epiſtle, never to give the leaſt Intimation 


concerning it? Theſe Things make it appear incredible to me, that Chriſt 
or his Apoſtles appointed any fuch thing; eſpecially, when the Apoſtles 
in their infallible Writings give ſuch Directions to particular Chriſtians as 


iThefl. 5. 21, they do; 0 prove all things, and to hold faſt that which is good; to try 


18. John 4.1, 


Spirits, or to prove any thing themſelves, if the Judgment of the Matters 
of Faith were ſo given to the Church, that others without farther enquiry 
are bound to ſubmit to its Sentence? And if Chriſt and his Apoſtles knew 


. nothing 


the Spirits whether they be of God or not. What had they to do 20 try the 
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Thould pretend to it. For, the Promiſe of Infal- 


libility muſt be made by him; and ſuch a Commiſtion can be derived only 
from the immediate Authority of Chriſt him fell. 
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But the Defender ſaith, The , Holy-Seripture alſures us that the Church is 


the Foundation and Pillar of Truth. I confeſs, I cannot be aſſured from 
hence, that the Church hach fuck. an Authority as is here pleaded for, 


ſuppoſe it be underſto0d-6f the Whole Church. Fot hom was it -poſlible 


the Church at that time ſhould be the Foundation and Pillar of Truth, when 
the Apoſtles had the Infalſible Spirit, and were to guide and direct the 
whole Church? Te. ſeems therefore far more probable to me, that thoſe 
ot to the Church, by a very common Elli. 


pfis, viz. How he ought to behave himſelf in the Church of God, which is the 
Houſe of the living God, as*a Pillar and. Support of Truth. And to that 


the Church. S. Bal uſeth the very ſame Expreſſions concerning Muſonivs. Baſt. 27. 
S. Chryſoſtom calls the Apoſtles the immoveable Pillars of the true Faith; 5? 


# | + 


Theodoret ſaith concerning S. Peter and S. John, That they were the Towers 42 * 


of Godlineſs, and the Pillars of Truth. Gregory Nazianzen calls S. Bal, Theed.de Prov; 


time. And ſo it appears in the Greet Catena, mentioned by Heinſiat, ©? 36. 
5 | | n F | * TY Orat. 19. 
S. Bafil read theſe Words or underſtood them ſo ; when he faith, The Epiſe. g. 


Apoſtles were the Pillars of the New! eruſalem, as it is ſaid, The Pillar and Heinſ. in loc. 


Church. 


As to what he brings of Scriptures not being of private Interpretation; pag. 4 


Interpretation which ought to be avoided, viz. of minding only the 
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Prefuges legit. 


is the Subſtance of the Anſiver ; let us now ſee what" they Rep! 
The force of what the Defender ſaith is this, I hat though the Roman 


Church were not then in being, yet as ſoon as it was, it was part of tbe 


Catholick Church, zo which the Promiſes were made; and. therefore the 
Roman Catholick Church Being the One C burch of Chri , theſe Promiſes 
muft have their Effect in le.n‚.r... 
This is all I can make of it; though it coſt me more pains to lay their 
Things together with an appearance of Strength, than to give an Anſwer 
The Roman Church it ſeems had not the Promiſes made to it; Aur as 


” 
: 


* 2 BI. toe 4 | " NOR f 
ſoon as it was a Church, ſhewas a Part of the Catholick Church. This is 


very intelligible. Let us then go on. But how come the Promiſes made 
to the Catholick Church to belong to the Roman Catholick > How comes 


the Roman Catholick to be the One Church of 'Chrift on Earth > But this is 


running forwards and backwards. And no good is to be done, without 
ſuppoſing Roman and Catholic to be Terms equivalent. 
he tells me, I am over- * removing the Power of working Miracles 
out of the Church. For, he faith, God ſtill works Miracles in the Roman 
Church; and if I would put the whole Iſſne on Miracles, he would undertake 
the Proof. | „ 00 | 
13 is nothing in this Caſe like working of Miracles among us, for 
our Satisfaction. For Miracles are a Sign to Unbelievers. But it is a plea- 
ſant Thing, that they ſhould go about to convince us by thoſe Things, 
which they laugh at one another for pretending to. I will give them an 
Inſtance paſt contradiction. Did not the Janſeniſts pretend to a Miracle 
at Port-Royal by one of the Thorns of our Saviour's Crown? And did 
not the Feſuits expoſe the very Pretence as idle and ridiculous ? As appears 
by F. Annat's Book on that Occaſion. The late Author of the Prejudices 


e. le Janſen f, againſt the Janſeniſts, upon occaſion of that Miracle, lays down ſome good 


&. IO. 
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Rules for diſcerning true Miracles and falſe. (1.) That ſuch Miracles are 
not ſufficient to convince, which may be effected by a created Power, 
unleſs they be atteſted by ſuch Miracles which can only be effected by a 
Divine Power; ſuch as Reſurrection from the dead. (2.) We muſt not 
only attend to the Nature, but to the End of Miracles; which, he faith, 
is the true Worſhip of God, and rhe Love of Vertue. And by theſe 
Rules I ſhall be content to examine all his Miracles, when ever he pro- 
duces them. a 1 8 

The Aſſiſtance which Chriſt promiſed, he tells us, was to all his Dockrine, 
and to all time. ; | 

But what a ſad Thing is it, that we have nothing bur his bare ſaying 
for the Proof of it ! Never Man more nceded Infallibiliry than this De- 
fender does, when he undertakes to prove it. What! Can Chriſt afford 
no Aſſiſtance to his Church without Infallibility 2 What thinks he of the 


Aſſiſtance of Divine Grace ? Doth that make all Infallible that have it 


And is not that Aſſiſtance by virtue of Divine Promiſes? 7s this to ash 
which of the Parts of his Promiſe he will not perform > We doubt not he 


will perform all he hath promiſed, but we defire to ſee where he hath 


Rep. P. | 23. 


made the Promiſe. We ask nothing unreaſonable, and therefore out of 
pity to our Weakneſs, ſhew theſe Promiſes of ſtanding Infallibility to us; 
and do not take it ſtill for granted without proving it. e 
But the Replier ſaith, The Promiſes of Chriſt imply whatever is neceſſary 
to the Church for the Support and Government of her ſelf to the Worlds end. 
Is Infallibility then neceſſary for the Support and Government of the 
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And he concludes with ſaying, That ſome are in the Houſe of God, ſo a 1, 32, 
to be that Houſe of God which was built upon a Rock, and had = BRAG . 


together in the Communion of the ſame Sacraments ; others are ſo in the Houſe, 16, 18, 9, 20, 
as not to belong to the Frame of it; but are as the Chaff among the Wheat ; 24.1, 6. «. 28, 


and are rather of the Houſe than any part of it. If this be good Doctrine,“ 3 6, 


1 Spouſe of 


„he ſaith, 


bility 2. | | | 
The Defender ſlides off from this to a Matter he was better prepared to 
Anſwer. But the Replier tells us of ſome of the Prophets who were great Rep. p. 23. 
Sinners; I ſuppoſe he means Balaam and Cajaphas. But however, this doth 
not reach to the Matter of the New Teſtament, wherein doing the Will of John 7. 17. 
of God is laid down as the beſt Means of knowing the Truth. But he offers 
at a Reaſon why Impeccability is not ſo neceſſary as Infallibility, | becauſe 
without this the Church could not ſubſiſt; for if once ſhe make Shipwrack of 
her Faith, ſhe is no more a Church, an Effect not ſo proper to Sin. There is 
a great Difference between abſolute Impeccability and notorious Offenders,; 
the Queſtion I put was not concerning perfect Saints, but great Sinners; 
why they ſhould believe that Chriſt would give an infallible Aſſiſtance to 
keep ſuch Men from erring, when notwithſtanding the Aſſiſtance of Grace, 
they runon in a Courle of Wickedneſs 2 He ſaith, One 7s neceſſary for the 
Church, and not the other. Then there may be a Holy Catholick infalli- 
ble Church made up of none bur great Sinners. And was this ſuch a 
Church as Chriſt purchaſed with his own Blood; and whom he redeemed from 
all Impiety to be a peculiar People, zealous of good Works : If they ſay, The 
Grace of God will never fail to keep ſome from great Sins; why may not the 
ſame hold as to great Errors? And that be as much as the Promiſes extend to. 
But if the Church once makes Shipwrack of Faith, ſhe is no more a'Church. 
How comes Faith to be ſeparated from a good Conſcience 2 I am ſure 
S. Paul joyns them together. Is no Error confiltent with the Being of a 
Church? Not an Error about the Seat of Infallibility: Not an Etror 
about the Immaculate Conception? Nor about the Viſion of God before the 
Day of Judgment? Not about the Son's being of the ſame Subſtance with 
the Father? Not about Chriſt's having a Will proper to his humane Nature: 
Then there can be no ſuch Thing as the Roman Catholick Church, in the 


Opinion of thoſe who are for perſonal Infallibility of the Pope, * 9 
Jead; 
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I Vindication of the Anſwer 


Def p. 34, 33. 


Heads of their Church have erred about theſe Things. The true Church 


can never make Shipwrack of that Faith which makes her a true Church: 


But other kind of Errors cannot overthrow her Being. 

I urged farther, That notwithſtanding the Pretence to Infallibility, they 
allow the Church may err in Matters of Practice of the higheſt Impor- 
tance, as about Depoſitig Princes and Abſolving Subjects from their Al- 
legiance; but not abour the leaſt Matter of Faith; which made it very 
ſuſpicious to be rather a Politick Device than a Thing they really believed. 

Here the Defender (I fear wilfully) miſtakes my Meaning ; for he ar- 
gues as if he thought I were proving, That the Church of Rome hath 
defined the Depoſing Doctrine as a Matter of Faith; and great Pains he 
takes to prove it hath not. And all to no Purpoſe, For I inſiſted only, 


that in this Point, they confeſſed their Church had grofly erred as to a 


Matter of Practice, though it had not expreſly declared it as an Atticle 
of Faich. I defire him to ſpeak out; hath it not erred notoriouſly as to 
Practice in this Matter? Whether they have made any ſuch Declaration 
or not, as to oblige all others of their Communion to embrace the 


Doctrine; # is undeniably true, that their Popes and Councils have owned 


it and acted according to it, to the mighty Diſturbance of the Peace of the 


Chriſtian World. Now the Queſtion I put was this, Since it is granted 
they have ſo notoriouſly erred in Matters of Practice, why ſhould any 


believe them Infallible in Points of Faith? z. e. That ſo many Popes, 1o 


many Councils, ſhould act upon this Principle, as believing it to he true, 


and yet preſerve their Infallibility in not declaring it to be true. This I 
confeſs is an extraordinary Thing; and the Defender ſeems in earneſt to 


think they were kept from it by an over-ruling Alſiſtauce of the Divine Spirit. 


Which is juſt as if a Man were ſet upon in the Road by ſome pretending 
to be his Friends, who ſhould take from him all that he had, and afterwards 


he ſhould admire the Providence of God, that theſe Men ſhould not de- 


clare it lawful to do it. It is granted that ſo many Popes did great Miſ- 
chief to the World, and eſpecially to Chriſtian Princes, by acting according 
to this Doctrine, and that they actually owned it in Councils, and made 
Canons on Purpote for it, but yet an over-ruling Aſſiſtance kept them from 


making it a Point of Faith. They declaring their own Belief by their 


Greg. 7. Epiſt. 
Reg. I. 4. Ep. 2. 


Practice and Canons; they required the Obſervance of them under Pain 
of being cut off from the Church if they did it not; and Gregory VII. faith, 
They cut themſelves off who queſtion this Power? but they were deceived, 
notoriouſly deceived in this Matter, yet they might be Infallible ſtill. 
Did not theſe Popes declare that to be Chriſt's Doctrine which is not? Hut 
not Authoritatively. What I pray doth this Mean? Did they not declare 
this Power by Venue of the Authority given them by Chriſt over the 
Church And declare thoſe Excommunicate who did not obey their Sen- 
tence ? Is not this proceeding Authoritatively ? Suppoſe the Popes had in 
the ſame manner declared that Hereticks ſhould be Re-baprized, 2. e. made 
Canons for it, and required the Obſervance of them; I deſire to know 
whether this had not been Authoritative declaring it, though they affixed no 
Anathema to thoſe who held the contrary 2 Is it poſſible for any Man to 
believe, that if there were ſucha thing as Infallibility in the Guides of the 
Church, that Chriſt would ſuffer them to run into ſuch pernicious Errors, 
and in ſuch an Authoritative Manner, and yet make good his Promiſe of 
keeping them from Error, by not ſuffering them to define this Doctrine as 
an Article of Faith? But this will appear to be a very ſlender Evaſion, if 


Men will reflect on the Nature of the Matter it ſelf; for it is about the 


Exerciſe 
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ſince they challenged it, they would evet ſuffer it to be debared in Coun- 
cils; but they would {till have it paſs as an inſeparable Right of their 
Supremacy derived from S. Peter. And all that they would allow in this 
Caſe, is a bare Recognition; and tliat was made in the Councils of Lyons 


and Lateran. 


And the Depoſing Power in the Church, Was ſufficiently owned in the 
Councils of Conſtance and Trent. | | 


Bur there are two ſorts of Articles of Faith to be conſidered in the 


Church of Rome. 8 
1. Some are defined with an Auathema againſt Diſſenters; and ſ6 we do 
not ſay the Dggoſing Power is made an Article of Faith. 


2. Some are received upon the common Grounds of 1— though not 


expreſly declared. And whatever Doctrine being denied would overtlirow 
them, may be juſtly look d on as a Preſumptive Article of Faith. As the 
denying the Depoſing Power muſt charge the Church of Nome Reprelenta- 
tive and Virtual with ſuch Acts, as are utterly inconſiſtent with the Pro- 
miſes. of Divine Aſſiſtance ſuppoſed to be made to it. Therefore all thoſe 
who ſincerely believe thoſe Promiſes to belong to the Church of Rome ſo 
taken, muſt in Conſequence believe ſo many Popes and Councils could 
not be ſo groſly miſtaken in the Ground of their Actings. And I find 
thoſe who do now moſt contend that this Doctrine was nevet defined, do 


yet yield, that both Popes and Councils believed it to be ttue, and ated 
accordingl __ 


. 


But if nothing will be allowed to be Points of Faith, but what paſſes 
under the Deciſion of Councils approved by the Pope as fuch, I pray tell 
me, Which of the General Councils determined the Pope's Supremacy as 


a Point of Faith? Where was the Romas Catbolick Churches Ny 


defined? Are theſe Points of Faith with you, or not? If they be, then the 
may be Points of Faith among you which never paſſed any Conciliar De- 
finitions; or ſuch Authoritative Declaration as the Difender means. 
(z.) I now come to conſider the Senſe of the Primitive Chutch about 
this matter of an Infallible Judge of Controverſies. Which I am obliged 


to do, not only becauſe it is ſaid in the Papers, That the Charch exerciſed Fag. 18. 


this Power after the Apoſtles ; but becauſe the Defender brings Tertullian as 
rejecting the Scripture from being a ſufficient Rule for Controverſies ; and 
S. Auguſtine, as ſetting up the Authority of the Church above the Scripture 
in Matters of Proof. | 5 
But I confeſs two lame Sayings of Fathers make no great Impreſſion on 
me. I am for ſearching the Senſe of the Primitive Church in fo weighty 
a Point as this, after another manner; (but as neg fo may be) i. e. by 
the general Senſe of the Fathets of the firſt Ages about the Controverſies 
then on foot, thar T may not deceive my ſelf or others in a matrer of this 
Conſequence. 5 . 5 
The Point is, Whether according to the Senſe of the Primitive Church, 
when any Controverſie about Faith doth ariſe, a Perſon be bound to ſub- 
mit to the Churches Sentence as Infallible ; or he be required to. make uſe 
of the beſt Means he can to judge concerning it, taking rhe Scriprutes 
for his Infallible Rule ? 9 5 
Now to judge the Senſe of the Primitive Church about this Poim, there 


can be no Method more proper or convincing than to conſider what Courſe 


the Chriſtian Church did take in the Controverſtes then ſtarted, which 
were — and conſiderable. And if it had been chen believed that Fg 
QOccce 1 
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had left ſuch an infallible Authority in the Church to have put an end to 
them; it had been no more poſſible ro have avoided che mention of it, 
than if a great Caule in Law were to be decided among us, that neither 
Party ſhould ever take notice of the Judges in Weſtminſter 41all. 

There were two very great Controverſies in the Primitive Church, 
which continued a long time under different Names; and we are now to 
obſerve what Method the Catholick Writers of the Church took for eſta- 
bliſhing the rrue Faith. e | PD 

And theſe were concerning the. Humanity, and the Divinity of C hriſt. 

1 John 4.3 That concerning the Humanity of Chriſt begun very early; for S. John 
mentions thoſe who denied that Feſus was come in the Fleſh; i. e. that he real- 
ly took our Nature upon him. And this Hereſie did tygead very. wWuch 

- * after the Apoſtles Times. Ge | TE 

Ignatius made it a great Part of the Buſineſs of his Fpiſties to warn the 
Churches he wrote to, and to arm them againſt it. And what way doth 
he take to do it? Doth he ever tell them of the Danger of uſing their own 

Judgment; or of not relying on the Authority of the Church in this Mat- 

ter? I cannot find one Paſſage tending that way in all his Epiſtles. But 

inſtead thereof, he appeals to the Words cf our Saviour in the Evangeliſt, 

Touch me, and ſee if I be a Body, or a Spirit: His words are an incorporeal 

Demon; but it was uſual with the ancient Fathers to repeat the Senſe of 

Pag. 4. Places, and not the very Words. And a little after he ſaith, That theſe 
Hereticts were not perſwaded, neither by the Prophets, nor by the Law, nor 


7 


Ad Smyrn. 
P. 3. 


Pag. 6: by the Goſpel. And he adyiſes the Church of Smyrna to attend to the Pro- 
phets, but Ne to the Goſpel ; in which the Paſſion: and Reſurrettion of 
| Chriſt are declare, Þ 4QQ . (EF 18 1 92 1 San VCC 
Iren. l. 3.  Jrengus diſputes warmly and frequently againſt this Herefie - and he ap- 
c. 17, 18. : t 


peals to the Teſtimony of the Apoſtles in their Writings; eſpecially to the 
Coſpels of S. John and S. Matthew, but not omitting the other Goſpels and 
* L.1.1:4.69. the Epiſtles of S. Paul and S. John. And he calls the Scriptures, The * ins- 


5 3 moveable Rule of Truth; the * Foundation and Pillar of our Faith; and 
« 6. 7 faith, That * they contain the whole Will of God. It is true, he makes uſe 


of Tradition in the Church, to thoſe who rejected the Scriptures ;' and he 


finds fault with thoſe who took Words and Pieces of Scripture to ſerve 


their turn; but he directs to the right uſe of it, and doth not jeem to que - 


ſtion the ſufficiency thereof, for the Satisfaction of humble and teachable 
Minds in all the Points of Faith, which were then controverted. 
Tertullian undertakes the ſame Cauſe in ſeveral Books and ſeveral ways. 


One is by ſhewing that the Opinion of the Hereticks was novel; inor be- 


ing conſiſtent with the Doctrine delivered by the Apoſtles, as appeared by 
the unanimous Conſent of the Apoſtolical Churches ; which did all believe 
Chriſt had a true and real Body, And this way he made uſe of; becauſe 
thoſe Hereticks either rejected, or interpolated; or perverted the Books of 
Scripture. But this way of Preſcription look'd like Out- Lawing of Here- 
ticks and never ſuffering them to come to a fair Trial. Therefore in his 
oe Carne obri- other Books he goes upon three ſubſtantial Grounds. (Cr.) That rhe Books 
hy Ws _ of Scripture do certainly deliver the Doctrine of the Chriſtian Church:concern- 


Lentin. ing Chriſt's having a true Body. (2.) That theſe Books. of Scripture were not 


counterfeit, nor corrupted and adulterated; but preſerved genuine aid-fincere 


in the Apoſtolical Clurches. (3. That the Senſe which the Hereticks put 
upon the Words of Scripture was forced and unreiſonable ; but the ſence:of the 


Church was true aud natural. So that Tertullian did conclude, that there 


was no way to end this Controyerfie but by finding out the true Senſe 
of Scripture. ty 


Bur 
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Bur the Author of the Defence brings in Tertullian, as repreſenting all D P. 18. 


De Preſcript, 


Trial of Doctrine by Scripture, as good for nothing but to rurn the Brain or the . 17. 


Stomach ; and that the Iſſue is either uncertain or none. , 

I grant Tertullian hath thoſe Words; but for Truth ſake J wiſh he had 
not left out others, viz That thoſe Hereticks do not receive ſome Scriptures ; 
and thoſe they do receive they add and alter as they pleaſe. And what, 
faith he, can the moſt skilful in Scriptures do with thoſe who will defend or 
deny what they think fit? With ſuch indeed, he ſaith, it 3s to little Purpoſe 


to diſpute out of Scriptures. And no doubr he was in the Right ; for the 


Rule muſt be allow'd on both Sides; or elſe there can be nothing but a 
wrangling about it. The firſt/ thing then here, was to ſettle the Rule, 
and for thi eſtimony-of the Apoſtolical Churches was of great Uſe. * 

Zur to imagine that Tertullian rejected all Tryal of Doctrines by Scripture, 

is to make him to write to little Purpoſe afterwards ; when he combates 

with all ſorts of Hereticks out of Scripture, as appcars by his Books 

apainſt Marcion, Praxeas, Hermogenes and others. And Tertullian him- 

felf ſaith, That if we bring Hereticks only to Scri- aufer deniane Hereticis dus 
pture, they cannot ſtand. Not becauſe they went only Ethaicis 8 n 
upon Reaſon ; but in the end of rhe ſame Treatiſe he lis quæſtiones ſuas ſiſtant, & ſtare non 


faith, They made uſe of Scriptures too, but ſuch as PHareſe pee e ee 


5 Hæreſes autem fine aliquibus occaſi- 
were to be confuted by other Scriptures. And therefore onibus Seripturarum audire non po- 


f { we 5 terant; idcirco priſtina inſtrumenta 
he makes the Hereticks to decline, as much as in them quaſdam materias illis videntur ſub- 


lay, the Light of the Scriptures , which he would miniftraſſe, & ipfis quidem iifdem 


never have charged on others, if he thought himſelf Ierisrevincibiles, c. 63. 
that Controverſies could not be ended by them. e = ö 
Clemens Alexandrinus ſpeaking of the ſame Hereſies, makes the Contro; 
verſie to conſiſt chiefly about the Scriptures, whether they were to be em- gin, 4: 
braced and followed, or, not. He faith, None of the Hereſies among . 18 8 
Chriſtians had ſo darken'd the Truth, But that thoſe who would might find Ou Toner 
it; and the Way he adviſes to, is a diligent ſearch of the Scriptures ; rds 205 
wherein the Demonſtration of our Faith doth conſiſt; and by which, as by a Ander, 
certain Criterion, we are to judge of the Truth and Falſhood of Opinions. a, a 
Which he there inſiſts upon at large. He ſpeaks indeed of the Advan- ds Ce- 
tage of the Church above Hereſies, both as to Antiquity and Unity ; but 4 ers 
he never makes the Judgment of the Church to be the Rule of Faith, as he 7 
doth rhe Scriptures. 3 | 3 

In the Dialogue againſt the Marcioniſts, ſuppoſed to be Origen s, this ee 5 
Controverſie is briefly handled, the Point is brought to the Senſe of 5. 4. 5. 108. 
Scripture ; as in that Place, the Word was made Fleſh ; from which, and 2. 101. 
other Places the Catholick argues the Truth of Chriſt's Hamane Nature; 
eſpecially from Chriſt's appealing to the Senſe of his Diſciples about the 
Truth of his Body after the Reſurrection. All his Demonſtrations are out 
of Scripture, and by the meer Force of them he overthrows this Hereſie. 
And it was nothing bur the clear Evidence of Scripture, withour any 
Infallible Judgment or Aſſiſtance of the Guides of the Church, which did 
at laſt ſuppreſs this Hereſie. For no Council was called about it, but as 
the Authority of the New Teſtament prevailed, ſo this Hereſie declined, 


and by Degrees vaniſhed our of the Chriſtian World. And it is obſervable, 


That the greateſt and worſt of Hereſies were ſuppreſt, while no other 


Authority was made uſe of againſt them but that of the Holy Scriptures. 

So Theodoret takes notice, That before his Time theſe Herefies by Divine fog ad he. 
Grace were extinf. So that the Scriptures were then found an effectual y;; on Babi 3 
Means for putting an end to ſome of the moſt dangerous Hereſies which 
ever were in the Chriſtian Church. 
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A. Vindication of the Anſi wer 


I) he other great Controverſie of the firſt Age, was about the Divinity 


of Chriſt; which begun with the Ebzonites and Cerinthians, and was con- 
tinued down by Succeſſion, as appears by Theodoret's Account of Hereſies 
in his ſecond Book. Thoſe who firſt embraced this Hereſie rejected the 
whole New Teſtament, and received only the Nazarene Goſpel. But after a 
while Artemon had the Boldneſs to aſſert that the Apottles deliver'd the 
ſame Doctrine in their Writings, and then the Controverſie was reduced 
to the Senſe of Scripture. Paulus Samoſatenus follow'd Artemon, as 
Photinus afterwards follow'd him. But 1 heodoret again obſerves, I hat all 
thoſe Hereſies againſt the Divinity of Chriſt were in his time ſo extinct, that 
not ſo much as any Remainders of them were left ; but ſaith he, The true 
Doctrines of the Goſpels prevail and ſpread themſelves over the World. And 
we may find what Courſe was taken for putting an end to this Controver- 
ſic, by the Management of it with Paulus Samoſatenus. In the Fragment 
of an Epiſtle of Dionyſius of Alexandria, we read the Teſtimonies of 
Ecripture which he produced againſt him; and more at large in the Epiſtle 
of the Si& Biſhops to him; who makes uſe of the very ſame Places of 
Scripture which arc moſt applied to that Purpoſe to this Day. To which 
they only add, That this had been the Doctrine of the Chriſtian Church from 
the beginning; and all Catholick Churches agreed in it. But here is no 


| ſuch thing thought of as rfallibiliry in the Guides of the Church; for there 


Hezret. Fab. l. Theodoret further obſerves, That there was another ſet of Hereſies diſtin 


from the two former in the Primitive Church, which related chiefly to Matters 


3. Þ. 226, 231 


S. Cyprian. 
Epiſt. 74, 75. 


is great difference between the Conſent of the Chriſtian Church, as a 
Means to find out the-Senſe of Scripture, and the Aurhority of Church 
Guides declaring the Senſe by Vertue of an Infallible Aſſiſtance ; the 
one is but a Moral Argument, and the other is a Foundation of Faith. 


of Diſcipline and Manners ; and moſt of theſe, he faith, were ſo far deſtroyed, 
that there were none then left, who were Followers of Nicolas, Nepos, or 
Patroclus, and very few Novatians, or Montaniſts, or Quartodecimans ; 
fo that Truth had prevailed over the World, and the Hereſies were either 
quite rooted out, or only ſome dry and withered Branches remained of them in 
remote and obſcure Places. 33 

Which being affirmed by a Perſon of ſo much Judgment and Learning, 
as Theodoret was, gives us a plain and evident Proof, that the Sexſe of 
Scripture may be ſo fully clear'd, without an Infallible Church, as to be 
effectual for putting an end to Controverſies. 

And altho' we own a great Eſteem and Reverence for the Four General 
Councils ; yet we cannot but obſerve, that Controverſies were 1o far from 
being ended by them, that they broke out more violently after them. As 
the Arian Controverſie after the Council of Nice; the Neſtorian after that 
at Fpheſus ; and theſe Gentlemen believe that Hereſie continues ſtill in the 
Eaſt : The Eutychian Controverſie gave greater Diſturbance after the 
Council of Chalcedon, than before, and continued ſo to do for many Ages: 
Which is an Argument that the Infallibility of Councils, or of the Guides 
of the Church, was not a Doctrine then received in the Church. | 

But I proceed to ſhew what Means were uſed in the Primitive Church 
for putting an end to Controverſies. Of which we have a remarkable 
Inſtance in the Diſpute about Rebaptizing Hereticks. This was managed 
between S. Cyprian and other Biſhops of Africa and Aſia, on one ſide, and 
the Biſhop of Rome on the other. He pleaded Caſtom and Tradition : The 
other, That Cuſtom without Truth was but Ancient Error ; and that the Mat- 
ter ought to be examined by Scripture ; and many Reaſons they bring from 
thence ; becauſe Chriſt faid in his Goſpel, 7 am Truth ; and the only way- 

to 


Tical and Apoſtolical Tradition. So that we have the clear Opinion of che 


But here the Replier faith, 7 hat Right ſtood for the Biſhops of Rome, and 

me, and Reply, p. 

4 General Council determined the Point, and the whale Church came to a Ac- 938 
quieſcence. If the Council was in the Right, the Biſhop of Rome was not; 


therefore, if the Council put an end to the Controverſie, it was by deci» * 
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70 prevent Errors, bs to have Necpurſe to the Head and Fountain of Droine 
Tradition, i. e. to the Holy Scriptures; Which. S. Cyprian calls the Hvange 


African Biſhops, that this Controverſie ought to be decided by Scripture. 


13. 


if St. Cyprian repreſent his Opinion truly, and he faith he did it in his own 


Words, which are, 87 quis 4 quacunque Hæreſi venerit ad nos, nibil innu- 


vetur niſi quod Traditum eſt, Now, no Council ever determin'd ſo, That 
whatſocver the Hereſy was, none ſhould be Rebaptized. For the Coun- 
cils of Arles and Nice both dilallow'd the Baptiſm of ſome Hereticks ; and 


ding againſt the Biſhop of Rome, as well as S. Cyprian. e 
The Dataniſts afterwards made uſe of S. Cyprian's Authority in this 


Controverſy, which gave occaſion to 8. Auguſtine, to deliver that noted 


Sentence, concerning 0 eripture and Fathers, and Councils, viz. That Canoni- Aug. de Bapt. 
cal Scripture is to be preferr'd before any other Writings, for they are to be <- Donati. 
believed without Examination ; but the Writings of Biſbaps are to be exam. N 


ned and correited by other Biſhaps and Councils, if they fee Cauſe; and leſſer 
Councils by greater, and the greateſt Councils, by ſuch as come after them, 
. when Truth comes to le more fully diſcovered. It is hardly poſlible for a 


Man to ſpeak plainer againſt a ſtanding infallible Judge in Controverſies, 

than S. Auguſtine doth in theſe Words, wherein he neither limits his Words 

to Matters of Fact, nor to Manners; but he ſpeaks generally, as to rhe 
Authority of the Guides of the Church compared with Scripture. Which 

are enter d in the Authentick Body of the Canon Law, approved and Decr. Diſt 9. 
corrected at Rome, only that part which relates to the correcting of Coun- © * | 
cils, is left out. But to make amends, Gratian in another Place, hath | 
with admirable Ingenuity, put the Pope's Decretal Epiſtles among the Ca- Diſt. 19. c. &. 
nonical Scriptures, and quotes S. Auguſtine for it too. Bur the Roman Cor- 


rectors were aſhamed of ſo groſs a Fexgery, and confeſs S. Auguſtiue never | | 


thought of the Decretal Epiſtles, but of the Canonical Scriptures 3 but yet 
they let the Title ſtand for good Canon Law. «i © | 

In the Controverſy about the Church with the Donatiſts, S. Auguſtine's 
conſtant appeal is to the Scriptures ; and he ſets aſide, not only particular 
Detlors, but the Pretence to Miracles, and the Definitions of Councils. He De unit. Tec). 
doth not there fore appeal to Scripture, becauſe they diſputed about the c. 3. 416. 
Church; but becauſe he looked on the Teſtimonies of Scripture, as clear 
enough to decide the Point, as he often declares. And he calls the 
piain Teſtimonies of Scripture, the ſupport and ſtrength of their Cauſe. 
If he then thought that that Scripture alone could put an end to ſuch a 
Controverſie as chat, no doubt he thought ſd as to any other. But we 
need not mention his Thoughts, for he declares as much: Whether it 
be about Chriſt or his Church, or any Matter of Faith, he makes Sctip- 
ture ſo far the Rule, that he denounces Anathema againſt thoſe who deliver e petil. Dom. 
any other Doctrine than what is contained in them. Nor doth he direct to 1. 36. K to 
any Church Authority to manifeſt the Senſe of Scripture, but leaves all Wu 
Mankind to judge of it, and even the Donatiſts themſelves whoth he op- | 
poſed. The ſame Way he takes with Maximinus the Arian, He defires all c. Maxim. 1 
other Authorities may 6 laid afide, and only thoſe of Scripture and Reaſon Arian. l. 3. 
uſed. To what Purpoſe, unleſs he thought the Scripture ſufficient to cri 
end the Controverſie. | | 02. 26269 „ ria: 
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c. Fauſt, I. 11. Againſt Fauſtus the Manichean, he ſaith, The Excellency of the Canonical 

4 Scripture is ſuch, as to be placed in a Throne far above all other Writings, to 

which every faithful and 2 Mind ought to ſubmit. All other Writings 

are to be tried by them; but there is no doubt to be made of whatever we find 

in them. | 

De Peccator. The ſame Method he uſes with the Pelagzans, and adviſes them to yield 

Merit. & e. fo the Authority of Scripture, which can neither deceive nor be deceived. This 
miſſ. I. 1. 22. f | ; . „ 

De Nuptiis & Controverſie, ſaith he, requires a Fudge ; let Chriſt judge, let us hear him 

Concupiſc. 1. ſpeak, Let the Apoſtie judge with him, for Chriſt ſpeaks in his Apoſtle. And 
Der? & lib. in another place, Let Se. John fit judge between us. 3 

Arbitrio.c.18. And in general he faith, We ought to acquieſce in the Authority of Scrip- 

In Plalm 67. e ; and when any Controverſie ariſes, it ought to be quietly ended by Proofs 
" brought from thence. | 

Def. p. 18. But St. Auguſtine is the Man, whom the Defender produces againſt me; 

becauſe againſt the Manicheans, he faith, he believed the Scripture for the 

ſake of the Church; and to bring any proof out of Scripture againſt the Church, 

does weaken that Authority, upon which he believed the Scripture, and ſo he 

could believe neither. The meaning whereof is this, S. Auguſtine was redu- 

ced from being a Manichean to the Catholick Church by many Arguments; 

and by the Authority of the Church delivering the Books of Scripture, he 

embraced the Goſpel, which before he did not. Now, faith he, Jon would 

make aſe of this Goſpel to prove Manichæus an Apoſtle, I can by no means yield 

to this way. Why ſo? Do not you believe it to be Goſpel? Jes, ſaith he; 

but the ſame reaſon which moved me to embrace this Goſpel, moved me to reject 

Manic hæus, and therefore I have no reaſon to allow a i eſtimony out of it for 

Manichzus. Not that S. Auguſtine feared any Proof that could be brought 

from thence ; bur he begins with general Topicks, as Tertullian did againſt 

the Hereticks of his Time, before he came to cloſe with them. And ſuch 

was this which he here produces. For in caſe Manicheus his Name had 

been in the Goſpel as an Apoſtle of Chriſt's appointing, this Argument of 

S. Auguſtine had not been ſufficient. For there might be ſufficient Reaſon 

from the Churches Authority to embrace the Goſpe/ ; and yet if the Scrip- 

ture had been plain, he ought to have believed Manichæus his Apoſtleſhip, 

rhough the Church diſowned it. As I will prove by an undeniable Inſtance : 

Suppoſe a FewiſhProſelyre to have argued juſt after the ſame manner againſt 

Jeſus being the Meſſias; the Apoſtles go about to prove that he was ſo, by 

the Teſtimony of the Prophets : No, faith he, I can allow no ſuch Ar- 

gument: becauſe the ſame Authority of the Jewiſh Church, which per- 

{waded me to believe the Prophets, doth likewiſe perſwade me not to 

believe Jeſus to be the Meſſias. If it be ſo far from holding in this caſe, 

neither can it in the other. For it proceeds upon a very feeble Sup- 

poſition, that no Church can deliver a Book for Canonical, but it muſt 

judge aright concerning all things relating to it. Which unavoidably 

makes the Fewiſh Church infallible at the ſame time it condemned Chriſt 

as a Deceiver. But this was only a witty velitation in S. Auguſt ine, uſed 

by Rhetoricians, before he entered into the Merits of the Cauſe. And it 

* is very hard when ſuch Sayings ſhall at every turn be quoted, againſt his 

more mature and well weighed Judgment. 

What Noiſe is there made in the World with that one Saying of his, 7 

Def p. 2. ſhould not believe the Goſpel, unleſs the Authority of the Catholick Church 

| moved me 2 And the Defender brings it to prove the Church more vifible than 

Scripture. Whereas, he means no more by it, bur that the Authority of 

the Church was greater to him, than that of Manicheus. For he had been 

ſwayed by his Authority to reje& the Goſpel ; and now he rejects that Au- 
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thority, and believes the Catholick Church rather than him. And this 
doth not make the Churches Authority greater than Scripture, but more 
vifible chan that of Manichæus. inen | FLIGHT. 560 

But if S. Auguſtine's Teſtimony here be allowed to extend farther: yet it 
implies no more than that the conſtant, univerſal Tradition of the Scrip- 
ture by the Catholick Church, makes it appear credible to us. What can 
be deduced hence as to the Churches Infallibility in interpreting Scripture, 
or the Roman Churches Authority in delivering it? Ct). 

The Arrian Controverſie gave a great Diſturbance to the Chriſtian 
Church; and no leſs a Man than the Emperor Conſtantine thought there was 
no ſuch way to put an end to it, as to ſearch the Scriptures about it; As he de- 
clared to the Council of Nice at their Meeting, as Theodoret ſaith. It is Theod 1.1.c.6. 
true, he ſpake to the Guides of the: Church aſſembled in Council; but his 
Words are remarkable, viz. 7hat the Books of Scripturt o plaiuly inſtruft 
us what we are to bel ieue concerning the Diety, if we ſearch them with peace- 
able Minds, Methinks Bellarmine beſtows no great Complement on Con- BellardeVer. 
ſtantine for this Saying, when he faith, He was a great" Emperour, but no on ff 
great Doctor. This had been indeed ſawcy. and ſcurrilous in others, but it 
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was no doubt good man ners in hiꝶnninmnmn . 
S. Hilary commends his Son Conſtantius, becauſe he ond have this Con- Hilar. 1 2. ad 
troverſie ended by the Scriptures; and he deſires to be heard zy him about the Conſtant. 
ſenſe of the Scriptures concerning it; which he was ready to ſbew, uon from 

new Writings, but from God's Ward... 

. Athanafus ſeems to queſtion the uſefulneſs of Countils in this matter, 3 I 

"Becauſe. the Scripture of it ſelf was ſufficient to put an end to it. Anduelſe- 5 
Where ſaith, | That it it plain enough to thoſe who ſearch. for Truth. And in Tom. a. p. 197. | 

general he aſſerts their ſufficiency and clearneſs for the diſcovery of Truth. Tom. ite. Grat. 1 
When a Controvexſie was raiſed in S. Bafiſ's Time about the Trinity, che Baſil. Epiſt. 80. | 
beſt Expedient that great Man could think of for putting an end toi it, was Boch PR 
to refer it.to.the Scriptutes. Im another place he commends it as the beſt EE 
way to find. out Truth, to be, much., in the ſtudhy of the Seriptures ; and ſaith 
that the Spirit God did thereby lead to all things aſefuu. 
Bpipbanius was well acquainted with all the Hereſies of the Church, and 
the beſt Means to ſuppreſs them ;. and certainly he would never have ta- 
ken ſuch Pains to refure fo many Hereſies out of Scripture, if he had 
look d on the Church as the Infallible ꝓudge of Controuerſies. For he not 
only undertakes to give the Sexſe of Scripture for the ending of Controver- | 
ſies, but he ſuppoſes all Perſons capable of underſt anding it, that will apply Hær ns p 

themſelves to it. Which he ſeveral times affirms in thè Gonfutation of his 943, 99. 
I I ſhall conclude with S. Chryſoſtomie, who ſpea 


% 


i 
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es to this purpoſe, to a Chryſolt. in 
Perſon ſo offended at the Sects and Hereſies among Chriſtians, that he did — * 
not know whom or what to believe: Jhe Scriptures, ſaith he, are plain and 
true, and it is an eaſie matter to judge by them; if à Man agrees with the 
Scriptures, he is a Chriſtian; if not, he is out of that Roll. But Men dif- 
fer about the Senſe of Scripture. Mhat, ſaith he, have ye not a mind and 
judgment > And after the anſwering ſeveral other Cavils, he concludes, Le- 
us ſubmit to the Divine Law, and do what is pleaſing to that, and that will py 
Bring us to Heaven. And in another place, I we ſtudy the Scriptures, we wn b MM 
ſhall underſtand both true Doctrine and a good Life. And again, the Scrip- Ib. Hom. 59. 
tures are the Door which keep out Hereticks, which eſtabliſh our Minds in the 
Truth, and ſuffer us not to be ſeduced. 1 IE 44 | 
Thus I have given ſomewhat: a clearer view of the ſeyſe of the iPrimi- 
tive Church in this Matter, than could be taken from two . 
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Reply, p. i. 


: of Tertullian and S. Auguſtine ; and J have been ſo far from ſwelling or en 


larging this as far as I could, that I have. made choice only of theſe, out 


of many others which I could have produced. But if theſe be not ſuffici- 
ent, a Volume will not fatisfie ; which it were not hard to make on this 


Subject, out of the Fathers. Dy 

(3) It is time now to examine the Inconveniencies alledged againſt Per- 
ſons judging of Matters of Faith according to rhe Scriptutres. 2 

(1) That God Almighty would then leave us at Uncertainties, if he gave 
us a Rule, and left every one to be his own Fadge; for that were to leave 
every phantaſtical Man Yo chaſe as be pleaſes. 3 

To this was anſwered, (1) That this Objection doth not reach rhole 
of the Church of Exgland, which receives the Three Creeds, and embra- 
ces the Four General Councils, and profeſſes to hold nothing contrary to 
any Univerſal Tradition bf the Church from the Apoſtles Times; And 
that we have often offer d to put the Controverſies between us and the 
Church of Rowe upon that iſſue. | : 

To this Anſwer the Repliet ſaith, That they do not charge our Church 
with not profeſſing theſe things, but for erring againſt her own Profeſſion, and 
deſerting that Church to which all theſe Anthorities brar Teſtimony, and of 
which her Ptogenitors and firſt Reformers had been Members, and from whoſe 


Hands ſbe recekved whatſoever ſbe had, either of Seriprare, Creeds, Councils 


er Tradition, and conſequently whoſe juugment ſtè was bound to follow. 


Whether we act againſt our Profeſſion or not, it is plain the Rale of our 


Church doth not by this Profeſſion leave every one 40 follow his own fancy, 


and to telieve as he pleaſes. But wherein is it that we thus 47 againſt our 
Profeſſion: Do we reject the Creeds, Councils, and Univerſal Tradition in 


our Deeds? Whertih ? In deſerting the Communion uf the Churchof Rome? 

And is che neceſſity of that contained in the Creeds hete receiv d? In the 

Four Councils > By Univerſal Tradition? For this I refer to the fore 55 
Ihe 


Diſcourſe about the Vniry of the Cathotick Churth. Bat w# reef)? 


rhings from the Chu of Rome. So we do the OM Teſfament from the Jews, 
muſt we therefore hold Communion Kill with them? Ate we bound there- 
fore to follow the Judgment of the Fewihh Church? But I do not widerſtand 
how we receiv'd theſe Things ſrom the Aurhotiry of the Churck of Rome. 
We receiv'd the Scriptures from Univerfal Tradition detived from all the A- 
poſtolical Churches; and ſo the Creeds and Councils; and ſuch an Univerſal 
Tradition is the Thing we defire; for the J ent- Creed, our forefathers never 
knew or receiv's as part of that Faith without which there is no Salvation. 

Bur here rhe Defender grows brisk, and ſaith, 4// Hereticks Fnce be firſr 
Four General Councils, may ſay the very ſame which I ſay for the Chutch of 


England; und all before them the Equivalent. Arius, Macedonius, Ne- 


Reply, p. 19. 


ſtorms, and Eutyches, might have ſaid as much of the Creeds before them; 
and all complain of the Villatnons Fattions in the Church agazuſt them. I 


Plea for the Church of England hath jaſriſfed them all. {The ſame thing is 


ſaid in fewer Words by the Replier.] Thar this Plex juſtifies the Arrians, 
and condenins the Nicene Fathers, vindicates the Eutychians, Neſtorians, 
and Donatiſts, and confounds ail General Councils. „ 

Leſt there fore I ſhould fem to betray the Church of England, inſtead of 


defending it, 1 ſhall ſnew the Reaſonablneſs and Equity of this Plea, and 


its great Difference from chat of the Ancient Hereticts condemned by 
General Councils, or the ancient Chutchi. — 

(1) The Ancient Hereticks were condemned by that Rar” of Faith 
which the Church always receiv'd, viz. the Seriptures ; bar the Council of 
Trent ſet up anew Rule of Faith on purpoR that they thight cbndetnn us 


for 


to Some late 2 A P ER S. | ps. 


for Hereticks, viz. in making Tradition equal with Scripture, which is di- 

rectly contrary to the Doctrine of the Primitive Church; as J have already 

ſhewed. The Method of General Councils was to have. the Books of 

Scripture placed in the middle of them on a Table, as the Rule they were : 

to judge by. And Richerius, a Doctor of the Sor bon, not only affirms the Ad. Synodi 
Cuſtom, but ſaith it was for that Reaſon, That the Fathers of the Councils HR Css; 
mis hit be ad moni ſhe d, that all things were to be examined by the Standard of Ni 
the Goſpel. | 
Bellarmin affirms the Council of Nice, To have drawn its C oncluſion out Bell. de Con- 
of Scriptures ; and the ſame he affirms of the 6th General Council; and he ci L. c. t. 
might as well have done it of the ieſt; their main Deſign, being only to 

eſtabliſh the Doctrine of the Divinity and Incarnation of Chriſt. But the 

Caſe of Councils came to be very different, when they took upon them to 


define other Matters for which they had no Colour in Scripture (as the 2d 


Council of Nice did. which was the firſt that went upon Tradition) and 


then the Chriſtian Church did not ſhew ſuch Reſpect ro them; as was moſt | 
apparent in the {iv of this Council of Nice, which was univerſally re- 


— 


jected in tha Heſtern Parts, (Rome excepted) as appears by the Council 


of Frankford, ne unexceptionabic Teſtimonies of Eghinardus, Hinc- 
marus, and orherg. Vol this have been a ſuſſicient Argument againſt 
Charlemaing 39 ihe eee Biſhops, that they joyned in the Plea of the 
Ancient Hlereticus, an none were ever condemned by the Church, but they 


ma ſuch Complaints againft the Proceedings of Councils, as they did? Niceph. cum 


It is certain that Leo Armenus in the Eaſt, as well as Charles, and the We. ee 
ſtern Church, rejected that Council, as contrary to Scripture ; which ſhews CLADE, Þ. 
that neither in the Fit or Weſt, did they think themlelves ſo tied up by 162. 
Definitions of Conncils, procceding in ſuch a manner; bur that they were 

at full Liberty to examine, and if they faw Cauſe, to reject ſuch Definiti- 

ons. While Councils did declare, That chey intended to make uſe of no 

other Rule but Scriprure, and to deliver only the Senſe of the Catholick 

Church from the beginning, a great regard was to be ſhew'd to them: but 

when they fer up another Rule, the Chriſtian Church had juſt. Reaſon not 

to ſubmit to their Decrees. And to fay, This is the Plea of all Hereticks, 

is juſt as if an innocent Perſon might not be allowed to plead 20 Guilty, 

becauſe the greateſt Malefactors do the tame. There muſt be lome certain 

Rules whereby to proceed in this Matter: and this is the firſt We {ix upon, 

Thar they proceed as the Ancient Councils did according to Scriptures. 

(2) The Ancient Hereticks were condemned by ſuch Councils, as did 2 
repreſent the Univerſal Church after another manner, than the Council of 
Trent did, I do not ſay, There was ever ſuch a General Council, as did 
fully repreſent the Univertal Church, which could not be done without 
Provincial Councils ſummond before in all Parts of Chriſtendom, and the 
Delegation from them of ſuch Perſons as were to deliver their Senſe in the 
Matter of Faith, to be debated in the General Council; and I have Reaſon 
to queſtion whether this were ever done. But however, there is a very 
great Difference in the Ancient Councils from the Modern, as to this point 
of Repreſenting; for in them there was the Conſent of all the Patriarchs, 
and a general Summons for the Biſhops from all Parts to appear. But in 
the Modern Councils, Four Patriarchs, and the Biſhops under them, have 
been excluded; and the Fifth hath ſummon'd the Biſhops under him to meet 
together, and then hach called this a General Council. Which is juſt as if in 
the time of the Heprarchy, the King of Mercia ſhould aſſemble the States 
under him, and call the Convention of them, The Parliament of England. 
Thus in the Council of Trent, the Pope Summons the Biſhops that owned 

his Supremacy, and had taken Oachs to him, to meet together, and would 
have this paſs for a General Council. When the Council met, and Cardinal 
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Heſius was appointed Preſident in it; Staniſlaus Orechovins, a warm and zealous Remg. 
niſt, writes to Heſius, That it would very much conduce to their Reputation and inte. 
reſt, if the Patriarchs of Conſtantinople and Anticch were ſummon'd to the Council, be- 
cauſe the Greeks and Armenians depended upon them: And he could not underſtand bow 
the Catholic Church could be Repreſented without them, nor how the Council could be called 
Hoſ. Oper. p. Oecumenical. To which Hus replied, That the Pope being Oecumenical Patriarch, a C.uy. 
473. FR cil called by bim, was an Oecumenical Council. Now this we ſay, is extreamly different 
crap gr from the Notion of an Oecumenical Council in the Ancient times, and overthrows the 
vere dicitur & Rights of other Churches, as they were ſettled by the Four General Councils; and 
eſtOecumeni- therefore the Caſe is very different as to being condemned by General Councils, 
cus patriar- and by the late Conventions aſſembled by the Pope's Authority. 

Oo ( 2.) Themlelves allow that fome Councils may be, and ought to be rejected, 
ipſius eſt Au- 2nd therefore all our Buſineſs is to enquire whether we may not with as much Reaſon 
ctoritate Con- reject ſome Councils, as they do others. They reject the Council of Ariminum, 
gregatum, id which together with that of Seleucia (which fat at the ſame time) make up the moſt 


onda General Council we read of in Church- Hiſtory. For Bellarmine owns that there 


3 2e 600 Fiſhops in the Weſtern part of it, So that there were many more Biſhops 
De Concil. aſſembled than were in the Council of Nice ; there was no Exception againſt the 
1. . 5. Summons, or the Bilhops preſent ; and yet the Authority of this Council is reject. 


cd, becauſe it was too much influenced by Conſtantius, and his Agents. The 2d. 
Council of Epbeſus wanted no juſt Summons, no Preſence of Pat: iatchs, or Num- 
ber of Bithops, yet this is rejected, becauſe its Proceedings were too Viddent, The Coun- 
cils of Conſtantinople againſt Images are rejected; becauſe, but one Patriarch was pre- 
lent in either of them. Now I deſire o Know-. whether it be not as lawful to ex- 
cept againſt other Councils, as agataſt theſe, ſuppoſing the Reaſons to be the fame; 
and greater Evidence to be given in theſe latter Times, of the Truth of the Al- 
legations. Beſides, we find they are divided in the Church of Rome, concerning 
their latter Councils: Some lay, The Councils of Piſa, Confance and Baſil, were 
true General Councils, and that the Council of Lateran under Leo X. was not fo ; 
others ſay, That the former have not the Authority of General Councils, but the 
latter bath. Some ſay, That there have been 18 General Ccurcils; ſo the Roman 
Editors of the Councils, and others; but a great Number of theſe are rejected b 
others, wbo allow but 8 of the Number, viz. thoſe wherein the Eaſern and ſtern 
Biſhops met. And fo the Councils of Lateran and Trent, beſides others, are cut off. 
What becomes then of the Articles of Faith, defined by thoſe Counciis? For they 
cannot be received on the Account of their Authority. However, we find this 
Objection lies equally againſt them, as againſt us. For, do not both thele differing 
Parties fide with the Azc/ent Herericks, as much as we do? For they except againſt 
the Supreme Judicature in the Church, and decline the Judgment of theſe Councils, 
as much as thoſe Bereticks did the Councils of their own Times. | 

Thele are therefore but ordinary Topicks, which may be reaſonable or not, as 

they are applicd. 

(..) It was anſwer'd, That the way propoſed, doth not hinder Mens believing 
as they pleaſe, i. e. without ſufficient Reaſon for their Faith; feveral Inſtances 

_ vere given: As, believing the Romen, Church to be the Catholick, without any 
Colour of Scripture, Reaſon or Antiquity ;as is now fully thew'd in the foregoing 
Diſcourſe) believing againſt the moſt convincing Evidence of their own Senſes. 
Believing the Law fulneſs of the Worſhip of Images can be reconciled with God's 


ſorbidding it; the Communion in one Kind with Chriſt's Inſtitution ; and Praying 


in an unknown Tongue, with the 14th Chapter of the firſt Epiſtle to the Corinthians. 

Repl. p. 8. To this the Replier faith only, That theſe are voluntary Afſumptiens withour Prodf : 
and his ſaying ſo, needs no Anſwer. | 

Def. p. 23. The Defender {helters himſelf under the Cazbelick Church, and reſolves not to 
put to Sea with the Anſwerer about theſe things. But he knows very well, we 
utterly deny any of theſz to have been the Practice of the Univerſal Church ac- 
cording to Vincenttus Leriner ſis his Rules; by which we are content tobe tried. And 
although he ſeems to which for ſuch a Trial, yet I know a Reaſon why they ought 
to decline it, becauſe J am certain they can never make it good in any one of them. 

( 2.) The ſecond Inconvenience objected was, That this would make the Miſdom 
of God fall beneath the Diſcretion of prudent Laus givers ; who do nor make Laws, and 
lea ve every Man to be his own Fudge as to rigùt or wreng: . *© 

It was an{wered three Ways. | | 

(I.) That there are Inconveniencies on both ſides, and one ought to be ron 
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ded againſt, as well as the other; for as the People are not to be their own Judges, 
ſo it may happen chat an Uſurper may pretend to the right of Interpreting the 
Laws, only to juſtifie his Uſurpation. | 
(2.) That the People are allowed in ſome Senſe to interpret the Laws, or elſe they 
could never underſtand the Duty they owe to their lawtul King, and to juſtifie his 


Rights againſt all the Pretences of Uſurpers. | 


To this the Replier ſaith nothing, and the Defender ſaith that which is next to 
nothing to the firſt, and takes no notice of the ſecond Anſwer; and I think I there- 
in tell him plainly enough, what I would be at. He ſaith, I mean receivi g and De 
bolding toe true Faith by Uſurpation, Nothing was farther from my Thoughts. But I 
had thought it were eaſie enough to know whom I meant, viz. ſuch a one as pre- 
tends to an Infallible Chair, which they cannot deny themſelves to be the higheſt 
Uſurpation, if he cznnot prove his Title by Scripture, as we are ſure he cannot. 
(2.) That in this Caſe a Rule is given to direct Perſons in the way to Heaven, 
and therefore muſt be capable of being underſtood by thoſe who are to make uſe of 
it for that end. Which being the greateſt Concernment to Mankind, they are 
therefore obliged to ſearch into it for their own Salvation ; but we exclude not the 
help of Spiritual Guides, and embrace the ancient Creeds of the Church. | 
To this the Replier anſwers two Tings : | 
(1. That an Ivfallible Guide is neceſſary to ſecure Perſons from wilful Errors, which 
he ſaith God hath provided. From wilſul Error! This is new Doctrine indeed, 
Tat God bath provided a Remedy for wilfal Error. Had not our Saviour himſelf 
n Infaliible Spirit end yet we do not read that ever he ſecured Men from wilful 
Error; or ever deſigned to do it. But ſuppoſe an Infallible Judge could do this, 
he doth not tell us where he is to be found, who he is, and in what manner he 
doth thus ſecure Men, whichare very neceſſary Enquiries ; and without being ſa- 
tisfied in alicheſe Points, ws are (till left to be our own Judges, fo far as concerns 
the Way to Salvation; fincs at the Day of Judgment we muſt anſwer for our 
ſelves, than which there can be no greater Obligation to Care and Sincerity in 
judging. Sappoſe a Man's Life depends upon the Benefit of his Clergy, and one 
comes to him and tells him, Y ou are an ignorant Man, and liable to great Miſtakes 
in reading, therefore I adviſe you by no Means to truſt to your own Skill in Read- 
ing, for it is a horrible dark Letter, and many have been miſtaken that were 
more Booł- learned than you; therefore take my Counſel, there is Mr. Ordinary 
who underſtands Booꝶ- learning a thouſand Times better than you or I, truſt him 
for the Reading, and no doubt you will eſcape. Ay, Sir, ſaith the Man, all that 
is very true that you ſay, but my Life lies at ſtake ; and how if Mr. Ordinary's 
Reading will not be allow'd by the Judge for mine, then I am a loſt Man paſt 
recovery ; therefore I am reſolved to learn to read my felf ; and to that end I will 
make the beſt uſe of his Skill to inſtruct me before hand that I may be able to 
anſwer for my ſelf. This needs no Application. | | 
But I do ran yrs how an Infallible Guide ſhould be neceſſary to particular Perſons Circa ea 
; vegas wn ae | 3 ; | quz 
in order to their Salvation, upon the Principles owned and received by the greateſt ſunt de neceſ- 
Divines in the Roman Church. For Aquinas determines that every one that hath ſitate ſalutis, 
ſaving Grace, hath likewiſe a Gift of Underſtanding whereby be is ſufficiently in tructed ſufficienter \ 
in all Things neceſſary to Salvation, and that it is never withdrawn from them as to thoſe ere e 
Tbings. If this Doctrine hold good, I do not ſee any ſuch Neceſſicy for Perſons &, 2, 2 Qu. 
to look after an Infallible Guide, as there is to look aſter ſaving Grace. : 9. ar. 4. ad. I. 
Gulielmus Pariſienſis ſaith, That Mens not locking after the way of Salvation themſelves, Donum Intel- 
5s that which will damn them. And in caſe of Difference among Guides, if a Man ſincere- pram 2 
Iy makes Application to God, to know the Truth, be doth not queſtion but ſuch is the Merey ke fanctis 
of Ged to krep ſuch a one from dangerous Error; or if be doth ſuffer bim to fall into circa ea que 
Error with a good Mind, it ſhall not be imputed to bim. It is a Doctrine generally re. ſunt neceſſa- 
ceiv d in the Schools, Thar 20 bere. ever God doth beſtow his Grace, there goes along with e ſalutem. 
it ſuch a Gift of Underſtanding, as keeps them from being deceived in the Matters they Gul. 8 
believe in order to Salvation. Henricus 4 Ganda vo thus expreſſes it. That as Faith makes the de Legibus. c. 
Hind to reſt on the Aut hority of the Scripture, ſo this Gift of Under ftanding makes them per- 21, p. 57, 58. 
ceive the Truth of what they are to beli ve. And what need then ſuch an infallible Guide ? Bag 59. D. 
(2. ) He faith That ancient Creeds will not ſerve, unleſs there be a Power in the Church "> ahh Gat. 
to make new Decigons in Matters of Faith. / Sum. Art. 13. 
This ought to have been a little proved. For in Truth we are apt to think the 9. 4. n. 3. 
Faith once delivered to the Sam's as ſufſicient to carry us to Heaven, as it was in the 
Apoſtles times. A Man is Heir to a god Eſtate, which by many Generations is 
Id d dd 2 derived 
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derived down from his Anceſtors, and he hath the Original Deeds in his 
Hands; one comes to him and tells him, it is a very finc Eflate you are Heir to, 
and it is a thouſand Pirics you ſhould want a good Title to it; I will put you 
into a way to get it, if you will give up your muſty old Deeds, and put your 


elf into the hands of tuch Perſons as 1 ſhall name ta you, they ſhall make 


you a new Settlement, and add ſeveral Parcels to your Eſtate which you had 


not before. I am content, faith the Heir, with my Anceſtors Eſtate, and J 


will never part with my old Deeds for all your ge Setilements; for | am 
fure my Anceſtors would never deceive me; But I know not what Deſigns 
You with your new Settlements may have, upon me, and thereſore J pray 
ler me alone with my old Deeds. | | 

The { efender here Dances upon Ropes, he makes {wife and quick 
Motions, but he ſtands on "a ſlender bottom, and he knows not whercon 
to fix, but would ſcem to ſay ſomething, but nor enough to afford fcops 
for an Anſwer. That which he aims at, is, That anleſs a Man by judging 
Controverſies by the Infallible Rule, be alle to come to an Infallible Determ !. 
ration, then Controverſies wi l not be infallibly determined, if every ban te 
left 16 be his own Fudge. And Tam clearly of his Mind. But the point is, 
whether ſuch an infallible Determination of Controverſies be the neceſſar 
Way to Heaven ? If a man can judge well enough to carry him thither, 
that is as much as I am concerned for at preſent. 

But he goes on. Mho can hope to be ſaved without pleaſing God And 
every Body knews that without Faith it is impoſſible to pleaſe him. There 
wants only one little thing to be added, and without au Infallible Fudge of 
Controverſies, there can be no Faith. But this was forgotten. | 

Bur after all he ſich, I confeſs That Scripture is not the Rule of Contro- 
verſies. Tpray why? For ] take it not only to be the Rule, but to be the 
only Rule. For faith he, ey are not ended till one fide or other be certain. 
What chen? Is there no Rule that doth not put an end to Controverſies ? 
Nay, their owa Writers lay a Rule, as a Rule cannot put an end to them, 
and therefore a Judge is neceſſary. But I muſt anſwer ſuch Things as 


they bring. 


In Matters of Good and Evil, I ſaid every Man's Conſcience is his 
immediate Judge, and why not in Matters of Truth and Falſhood, unleſs 
we ſuppoſe Meas involuntary Miſtakes ro be more dangerous than their 
wilful Sins. | | 

Here the Vefender triumphs. Flow > faith he, Are we before we are aware 


come to Conſcience at laſt 2 I heartily wiſh we were, that would tend more 


to the ending of Controverſies than an Infallible Judge. 

But he wonders that in Diſputes of Religion it ſhould before we are aware 
come to Coxſtience at laſt. Good man! he was not aware that there was any 
thing of Conicience in the Matter. Doch he think it is only Matter of 
lutereſt we contend about? So thoſe who believe no Religion themſelves, 


think all Controverſics about Religion, to have nothing of Conſcience in 


them. | 

But after a long Harangue, he faith, That Conſcience can do no more 
than ſecure a Don from being judged for ſiuning aga'nſt his Conſcience : But 
if it lead him to do ill things, or embrace a wrong Faith, what can he anſwer 
for the in of having that Conſcience ? 

I grant where it is a Sin to have ſuch a Conſcience, the Conſcience 


. doth nor excuſe the Fauits a Man commits by it. But the Queſtion 


we are upon is, whether it is not a Sin for a Man to have ſuch a Con- 
ſcience ; and we are not upon the point of an Erroneoxs Conſcience, but 
of an Heſullille Fadze of Conſcience in Matters of good and evil. And 
it is ſtrange the Defender thould not ſee this. There is no queſtion, 
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but there are as diſputable Points in Morality, as in matters of Faith ; and 
we think Mens committing Sin, is at leaſt as dangerous to their Souls, as 
embracing what they call Zereſy. Now I deſire to know, why it is not as 
neceſſary to have an infallible Guide in Manners, as in Faith? But, if they 
think that Men may be let alone to judge as well as they can in ſuch Mat- 
ters, as their Salvation certainly depends upon ; what monſtrous Inconve- 
nience is it, if they» uſe the ſame Liberty in matters of Speculation 2 I would 
he had given ſome better Anſwer, that I might have had an occaſion to have 
inforced this matter. For in truth it ſeems to me, a very ſtrange thing, 
when I read in the New Teſtament, fuch terrible Denunciations againſt the 
practice of Sin, and that Mens Happineſs or Miſery depends ſo much on 


their doing Good or Evil; and fo very little ſaid as to Mens Errors or Mi- 


ſtakes of Judgment (where there is a general Sincerity, as to a good Life, 
and a care to pleaſe God) that ſo much weight ſhould be laid on an infalli- 
ble Judg in matters of Controverſy, and no care taken for an infallible 
Guide in matters of Practice. | | 85 

But I am to conſider, that it tends more to the intereſt of ſome People to 
{wagger about an infallible Faith, than to ſecure the Practice of Virtue, and 
a good Life, which yet is certainly the great deſign and concernment of the 
Chriſtian Religion, however it may ſeem to ſome, that an infallible Faith 
and Church are all in all. qt, 

To ſhew we do not allow every Man to believe as he pleaſes, I ſaid, We 


not only allow the Aſſiſtance of ſpiritual Guides, and embrace the ancient 


Creeds; but think no Man ought to follow his own fancy, againſt Doctrines 
ſo univerſally received from the Apoſtles times. 


But all this ſignifies nothing to him, unleſs our Guides be Infallible; and 


he faith, They are plainly no Guides of Chriſts appointing, who teach any Def. 18 


other Doctrine than he taught. Very well! Let this then be the Rule, where- 


by we are to judg whether Guides are Infallible or not. But then have a 
care of telling us we muſt believe what Doctrine it was that Chriſt taught, 
upon the word of theſe Infallible Guides, for by that Doctrine we are to 


judg whether they are Infallible or not. The different methods of his Pro- 
ceeding and mine in this matter, will be beſt underſtood by this Compari- 


ſon. A Man that goes to enquire the way to a Place (he had a great deſire 
to beat, but was afraid of miſtaking the way) of two Men, and how he 
ſhould avoid the dangerous paſſages in it; the one like a plain honeſt Man, 
tells him there are Difficulties in it, but he will give him a Book of the 
Roads, which acquaints him with all the dangerous turnings; he bids him 
look well to his Steps, and obſerve the way he goes, and when. he is to 
ſeek, to ſearch his Book, and ask ſuch as underſtand the way better than he 
does: Alas! faith the other Man, this is a very ſad Direct ion to him, for 
his Book may be miſunderſtood, and the Guides may miſtake themſelves 
with all their Care ; but I will put him into an Infallible Way, whereby he 
may avoid all the Dangers. Ay Sir, faith the Traveller, you ſpeak indeed 
to the purpoſe, I pray acquaint me with it. There is ſaith he to him, at 
ſuch a Hill, a Perſon, who by the help of Wings, not only flies over all 
that dangerous Paſſage, but carries all thoſe ſafe who take hold of him: 
You have therefore no better way than to pinion your ſelf to him, and 
you will be ſafe. But faith the Traveller, how if he and I ſhould tumble 
down together, what would become of us both? Never fear that, faith 
he: But how ſhould I help fearing of it? Have any that he carried thither, 
come back and aſſured others of the ſafety of the Paſſage? No. But how 


then: Why faith he, You are bound to believe what he faith, for he af- 
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firms that he can do it. But, faith the Traveller, this is very hard, I muſt 
venture Body and Soul upon his Skill and Strength, and I muſt take his 
Word that he hath both. This ſeems very unreaſonable to me, and there- 
fore I am reſolved to take the other courſe, which tho' it do not make ſuch 
big boaſts of it ſelf, is much more likely to be fate in the Concluſion, ha- 
ving better Reaſon on its ſide, and requiring a more conſtant care of my 
ſelf, to which God hath promiſed more of his Grace and Aſſiſtance to ſe- 
cure me from all fatal miſtakeFof my way. | 
Where I mention Doctriues ſo univerſally received in the Chriſtian Church 
from the Apoſtles times, as thoſe in the Creeds ; The Detender makes a notable 
Exception, As if, faith he, any part of the univerſal Chriſtian Doctrine were 
loft, and all had not been always as univerſally retained as the Creeds. Then 
] hope all the Points in Controverſy between us and them, can be proved 
by as clear and evident a Succeſſion, as the Articles of the Creeds. If he 


can do this, he will be a Champion indeed. I deſire him to take his choice, 


either Supremacy, Tranſubſtantiation, Infallibility of the Roman Carholick 
Church, or which he pleaſes. I grant all true Chriſtian Doctrine was uni- 
verſally retained, as far as the Rule of it was ſo received; but if he means 
any of thoſe diſtinguiſhing points between us and them, when he comes 


to make it out, he will be of another mind. | 


(3.) A third Inconvenience objected in the Papers, againſt the want of 


an infallible Judg, was, That Scripture would be interpreted. by Fancy; 


Def. p. zo. 


Reply, p. 1 ſiſts in two things. (1.) That their Church gives no Senſe of Scripture, but 


which i the ſame thing as to follow Fancy. 


To this it was anſwerd. 7 | 

(1.) That our Church owns the Creeds, Councils, Fathers and Primi- 
tive Church, more frankly than any other Church, and therefore cannot 
be ſuſpected to leave Scripture to be ſo interpreted, 

The Replier ſaith, We only pretend it, and do it not. That is to be pro- 
ved, for bare ſaying it, will never convince us. But his proof is, becauſe, 
if we had done it, we had never deſerted the Church of Rome; and our 
Anſwer is, we therefore deſerted the Communion of that Church, becauſe 
She required owning things from us, for which She had no Authority, ei- 
ther from Scripture, Creeds, Councils or Fathers. | 

The Defender would have me anſwer directly, Whether it be not the ſame 
to follow Fancy, as to interpret Scripture by it? As tho' I were examined at 
the Catechiſm, which requires all Anſwers to be made by Tea or Nay. I ſaid 
enough to ſhew the Queſtion doth not concern us; for we do not allow 
Perſons to interpret Scripture by Fancy. And withal. (2.) I asked ſome 
other Queſtions to ſhew, That thoſe who pretend to Infallibility, may do 
things as unreaſonable as leaving Scripture to be interpreted by Fancy. And 
I have our Sayiours Example for anſwering one queſtion with another. 
The InſtancesI gave, were theſe; The Church of Rowe aſſuming to it 
ſelf the Power of interpreting the Rule, which concerns its own Power 
of interpreting; which was to make it Judg in its own Cauſe, and to give 
it as great Power, as if it made the Rule; and I further added, that Inte- 
reſt is as miſchievous an Interpreter of Scripture, as Fancy; and therefore, 


thoſe who are ſo much concerned, are not to be relied on, either in Coun- 


cils, or out. | | 
The Power of declaring Tradition is as Arbitrary a thing in the Church 
of- Rome, as interpreting Scripture by Fancy. There being no other Rule 
allowed by it, but the Senſe of the preſent Church. ; 
The Replier, like a fair Adverſary, gives his anſwer plainly ; which con- 
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what She recerved from Tradition of the foregoing Church, and * be calls it 
Apoſtolical Tradition. But ſuppoſe there happen a Queſtion, whether it be 


ſo or not, mult nor all be reſolved into the Authority of the preſent Church, 


declaring what is Apoſtolical Tradition? And ſo it comes all to one. 

(2.) He faith, Tradition i publick, and Fancy i private. But 1 lay, ac- 
cording to their Rules, Tradition is but publick Fancy, and ſo Fancy in par- 
ticular Perſons is a private Tradition; but whether publick or private, if it 
be equally Arbitrary, the Caſe is alike. 7 


The Defender faith, AJ this is beſides the Buſineſs, and therefore {lides off bet p. zi. 


as well as he can, with ſome ſlight touches, which deſerve no Anſwer. 
4) If there be no infallible Judg, the Power of deciding matters of Faith 
will be given to every particular Man, for which no place can J. ſhewed. 
The anſwer was, That if by deciding matters of Faith, no more be meant; 
but every Mans being ſatisfied of the Reaſons, why he believes one thing to 
be true, and not another; that belongs to every Man as he is bound to take 


care of his Soul, and muſt give an account both to God and Man, of the 


Reaſon of his Faith. 


This, the Replier ſaith is bringing every Article of Faith to the Teſt of ones Reply, p. 22. 


own Reaſon; whereas Authority is the Correlative of Believing, aud Reaſon of 
Knowledg. We, | 
We do not pretend that every one that believes, ſhould be able to judg 


from meer Principles of Reaſon of the Credibility of the Doctrine propos ; 


it is ſufficient, if he finds it to be of Divine Revelation, by being contained 
in Gods word. And it isnot the Authority of the Church, but of Divine 
Revelation, which Faith bottoms upon ; the former is no more than an in- 
ducement to believe thoſe Books we call Scripture, to cantain the word of 
God in them. But when we find any Doctrine therein, we account that 
ſufficient Reaſon for believing it. 


The Defender finds no fault with our ſaying, We ought to be ſatisfied of bits. ad. 
the Reaſon why we believe; but the Queſtion he puts, is, Whether there be 


indeed any Reaſons why they ſhould believe beſides the Authority of the Church ? 


He doth not deny that particular Men ought to judg ; but the meaning of 


the Papers, he ſaith, is, that they ought not to judg unreaſonably. 


Then we have no difference, for I aſſure him I never pleaded for mens 
Judging unreaſonably. The Queſtion then between us, is, Whether thoſe 
who do not believe upon the Infallible Authority of the Roman Catholick 
Church, Do judg unreaſonably? 72. e. Whether there be equal Grounds to 
believe the Roman Catholick Church Infallible, as there are to believe the 
Scriptures to be the Word of God? We utterly deny the Roman Churches 
Infallibility to be neceſſary to our believing the Scripture; for we receive 
that by an Univerſal Tradition from all the Apoſtolical Churches; which is 

as clear for this, as it is wanting for the other. And therefore we muſt 
judg more reaſonably. What follows about the Infallibility promiſed to the 


Church, hath been anſwered already. 


As to the Canonical Books, I ſhewed it was no Authoritative Decifion by a 
Power in the Church to make Books Canonical which were not ſo, but a 
meer giving Teſtimony in a Matter of Fact, in which all parts of the Church 
are concerned; and it depends as other Matters of Fact do, on the Skill 
and Fidelity of the Reporters: And fo far I own the truly Cathbolick Church 
to have Authority in any Teſtimony, delivering down the Books of Scrip- 

ture; but this proves no more /»fa/ib:/ity in the Chriſtian Church as to the 
Books of the New Teſtament, than it doth in the Fewiſh Church as to the 
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Books of the Old Teſtament. 
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And thus much of the Authority of the Catholic Church in Matters of 


Faith. a a 


—_— 


in. Of the Reformation of the Church of England. s | 


"JT Here are ſo many Paſſages in the Papers relating to the Church of Eng- 
land, on the Account of her Reformation, that I thought it the 


beſt Method of proceeding to handle this Subject by it ſelf. And there are 


theſe things charged upon it, either in Terms or by Conſequence, in the 
Papers, which as I am a Member of this Church, I think my ſelf bound 
to clear; for J could not juſtifie continuing in her Communion, if ſhe 
were juſtly liable to theſe Imputations. | | *** 

1. That ſhe hath made a cauſleſs Breach in the Communion of the Ca- 
tholick Church. | fr” 


2. That ſhe hath been the occaſion of a World of Hereſies crept into this 


Nation. | : 
3. That ſhe hath not ſufficient Authority within her ſelf, and yet denies 
an Appeal to a higher Judicature, 

4. That ſhe contradicts her own Rule, viz. the Holy Scriptures. 

5. That ſhe ſubſiſts only on the Pleaſure of the Civil Magiſtrate. * 

All theſe I ſhall examine with Care, and conſider what hath been ſaid in 
Defence of the Papers upon theſe Heads. | | 
As to the charge of cauſleſs Breach in the Communion of the Catholick 


Church, it lies in theſe Words, Aud by what Authority Men ſeparate them. 


ſelves from that Church ? | 
Which being ſpoken with reſpect to the Members of the Church of Eng- 
land, do imply that they have raade a Separation from the Communion of 
the Catholick Church, and that they had no ſufficient Authority for ſo do- 
ing, and therefore are guilty of Schiſm in it. „ 
To the Queſtion two Anſwers were given, 1. By diſtinguiſhing the truly 
Catholick Church from the Roman. Catholick: And a Diſtinct ion between 
theſe being made out, (which is done in the firſt part of this Defence) It 
doth not follow that we have made a Breach in the Communion of the Ca- 


tholick Church, becauſe we do not join in Communion with the Roman : 
Catholick : This was illuſtrated by the Example of a proſperous Uſurper in 


a Kingdom, who challenges a Title to the whole, by gaining a conſiderable 


part of it, and requires from all the Kings Subjects within his Power, to 
own him to be rightful King ; whereupon the Queſtion was put, Whether 


refuſing to do it, were an Act of Rebellion or of Loyalty So in the 
Church, the Popes Authority over it, ſo as to reſtrain Catholick Commu- 
nion only to thoſe who own it, is not only looked on as an Uſurpation by 
Us, but by all the Eaſtern Churches; and is in Truth altering the Terms of 
Chriſtian Communion from what they were in the truly Catholick and 
Apoſtolick Church: Therefore ſince the Conditions required are unreaſo- 
nable, becauſe different from them, what Breach hath followed, is not to 
be imputed to thoſe who refuſe theſe Terms, but to thoſe who impoſe them, 
and ſo the Guilt of it lies upon the Church of Rome, and not upon the 
Church of Exgland. This is the Subſtance of the Anſwer. 

To which the Replier ſaith, That the Eaſtern Churches cannot be parts of 


the Catholick Church, becauſe they hold not the Apoſtolick Doctrine containtd in 


the Creeds and Councils owned by the Church of England. This hath been 
fully anſwered already. But he goes on, There were no other Churches then 
| | | in 
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in being, but thoſe which were in Communion with the Church of Rome ; conſe- 
quently the Church of England going out from them, ſeparated her ſelf from the 


/ 


Catholick Apoſtolick Church. 


And the Defender faith, He expects I ſhould ſhew That truely Catbolict Def. p. 39. 


and Apoſtolick Church we held Communion with, when we ſeparated from the 
Roman. Lie defires to know where the men live, that people may go to them 
aud learn of them, what their Faith is, &c. + ] 7 

In anſwer to this, I ſay, That there is no neceſſity for us to ſhew any 
Church diſtin from others, which in all things we agreed with; becauſe 
we hold all particular Churches liable to Errors and Corruptions ; and that 
the notion of the Catholick Church may take in ſuch Particulars from 
which we may ſee reaſon to diſſent : But we do not thereby exclude them 
from being parts of the Catholick Church ; but we ſay they are no Infal- 
lible Rule to us, and therefore we ought to proceed by what the Church 
hath receiv'd as an Infallible Rule, and not by the Communion of other 
Churches, And ſuppoſing there were no particular Church we did in all 
things joyn with, the Church of England might Reform it ſelf without ſe- 
parating from the Catholick Apoſtolick Church. For it was then in the 


Caſe, particular Churches were in after the Councils of Ariminum and Se- 


leucia; for then the Standard of Catholick Communion, ſet up by the 
Council of Nice, was taken down ; and the ſetting of it up again, was to 
oppoſe the Conſent of the Chriſtian Church in the moſt. General Council 


that ever aſſembled. I do not ſay, this Council obliged Men to profeſs - ' 


Arrianiſm, but that it took away the Authority of the Nicene Creed in as 
valid a manner as the Council by its Acts could doit; I ask then, by what 


Authority any particular Church could ſet up the Nene Faith; and if not, 


how it was poſſible to be reſtored ? And I defire to know in what Country the 
people lived, who then owned the Nicene Faith againſt ſuch a General Council > 
And where were the Churches in being, which at that time adhered to it? But 
if in this Caſe the Bririſh Church, tho alone, was. bound notwithſtanding 
ſuch a general conſent, to Reform it ſelf, and to reſtore the Authority of 
the Nicene Creed; the ſame Caſe it is, when rhe Weſtern Church was op- 
preſſed and hindered from Reforming Errors and Abuſes by the Uſurpation 
and Tyranny of the Papal Faction; the Church of Exgland was then obli- 
ged to exerciſe its own Inherent Right, in bringing things to the ſtate they 
were in, in the time of the firſt General Councils. In matters of Refor- 
mation, the main enquiries are, whether there be juſt Occaſion, and due 
Authority for it, and a certain Rule to proceed by; the laſt and leaſt im- 
portant Queſtion is, what Company we have to joyn with us in it? For 
there is a Natural Right in every Church to preſerve its own juſt Liberties, 
and conſequently to throw off ſuchan Uſurpation as that of the Popes was. 
And the main Point in order to a Reformation, was caſting oft the Popes 
Power, asan encroachment upon the Ancient and Canonical Privileges of 
the Weſtern Churches, which was done here by a General conſent even of 
thoſe Biſhops, who held in Communion with the Roman Church, as far as 
thoſe could do who rejected the Head of it. And this is the Fundamental 
Point as to the matter of Schiſm : If the Pope, as Head of the Church, 
doth influence Catholick Communion ſo far, that it is neceſſary to Salvati- 
on to live in ſubjection to him, it will be very hard to juſtify ſeparation from 
that Body whereof he is the viſible Head. But if there be no Scripture, no 
Councils, no Univerſal Tradition for this, as the Roman Catholick Biſhops 
here declared in the time of H. 8. then there can be no Schiſm in acting 
without Authority from him, or againſt his Authority, And whether wr 
„ other 
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other Church joyned with ours or not, is no more material to the juſtifi- 


cation of the Reformation, than the lawfulneſs of any one Counties acting 


for the Royal Family in the late times of Uſurpation, did depend upon the 
concurrence of others with it. What more commonly talked of, and mag- 
nified in the Church of Rome, than the Reformation of the Monaſtick Or. 


ders > And ſome of the Perſons have been Canonized who have done it; 


But in this Caſe, the Governour of a Monaſtick Order, proceeding accor- 
ding to the Rules of his Order, doth a very juſtifiable thing, tho” never 
another Monaſtry joyn with him in ir; becauſe he only doth his Duty, and 
proceeds by the Rules which are receiv'd bythe whole Order. This, I fay, 
was the Caſe of the Church of Exgland in Reforming according to Scrip- 


tore, and the ſenſe of the Primitive Church; and if others joyned, ſomuch 
the better; if not, the Act juſtifies it ſelf, and needs not the concurrence 


of others to make it good. | 

(2.) The 24 Anſwer was, That there is a difference between voluntary 
Separation, and that which is unavoidable, in caſe unreaſonble conditions of 
Communion be required. | | W 
The Defender pretends He can by no means underſtand this unavoidable Se- 
paration; becauſe tho Men be ſeparated from the Communion of the Church, yet 
they may continue of the ſame Faith if they pleaſe : but if they have another 
Faith, they ſeparate themſelves, even ſuppoſing Uſurpation, or whatever I 
would have. EY | HEY | 

Now this ſeems very ſtrange to me from a Perſon who knows the Terms 
of Communion with the Roman Church. Can any Man be a true Member 
thereof, who doth not own and profeſs to believe the Popes Supremacy, 
Tranſubſtantiation, Sc. Is he not by the conſtitution of that Church requi- 
red to believe all that the Roman Church believes? But ſuppoſe, Men do not, 
and cannot for their Hearts believe as that Church believes ; can they not- 
withſtanding be Members of it? No, he confeſſes a different Faith unavoid- 
ably caſts them out, But then to believe otherwiſe than the Roman Church 
believes, caſts them out unavoidably. The Queſtion now is, who is the 
cauſe of this caſting out, thoſe who cannot believe thoſe Doctrines, or 
thoſe who require the belief of them in order to Communion ? If theſe 
Doctrines be evident in Scripture, or were defined by the four General 
Councils, or are contained in the ancient Creeds, or can be clearly proved 
by Univerſal Tradition, then we confeſs the blame falls on thoſe who re- 
fuſe ; but if none of thoſe can be made appear to the ſatisfaction of a 
mans mind who deſires to ſearch out Truth, then their ſeparation is una- 
voidable, and there is no reaſon to make it their voluntary act. But, ſaith 
the Defender, a mans faith is his own voluntary act. I grant that; but not a 
voluntary cauſe of Separation: which two ought to be diſtinguiſhed in this 
caſe. As in the caſeof Uſurpation, the owning the lawful King is a volun- 
tary act; but if an Uſurper threatens to baniſh him if he doth not abjure 


him; upon whom muſt the blame be laid, upon the Mans voluntary Act, 


or the Uſurpers voluntary impoſing ſuch a penalty on thoſe who do nothing 
but what is juſt > The Defender did not conſider that the making ſuch 
terms of Communion was a voluntary act too, and being a thing unreaſo- 
ſonable and unjuſt, it leaves the blame upon the Impoſers. 

But he denies any ſuch thing as Uſurpation in the Pope, becauſe be hath ſhew- 
ed by his reiterated Approbation of the Biſhop of Meaux's Book, that he is con- 
tent with that ſubmiſſion and obedience, which the Holy Councils and Fathers 
have always taught the Faithful. 

Theſe are very fine words to deceive the unwary. But I pray tell wa 
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who is to declare what the Councils and Fathers have always taught the Faithful? 

ho is to be Judg? Is not the Pope himſelf? For no Council will be allowed 
without his Approbation and Confirmation. And is not this then a very 
pretty Artifice to draw weak Perſons into a Snare? For my part, I do not 
wonder at the Popes Approbation of the Biſhop of Meaux's Book, nomore than 
] would at a Gentlemans Approbation of a fine ſpun Net when he poes a 
fiſhing, which is not ſo eaſily diſcerned, and yet doth as effectually catch 
the Game : Some there are ſtill who love to be deceived, and ſome have 
more arts of deceiving than others; and thoſe who gain moſt by it, will 
be ſure to give them the greateſt Approbation. | 


1 


The Defender proceeds: Suppoſe there were Uſurpation, muſt People there. Pig. 41. 


fore believe otherwiſe than they did before ; as that there is no change of Sub- 
Stance, no Purgatory, no more than two Sacraments, and the reſt > 

The Queſtion about Faith is one thing, and about Separation is another: 
We are now upon the latter of theſe; and in this caſe we are moſt con- 
cerned about the Popes Authority, ſince he is look d on by you as the 
Head of the Catholick Church, and the Center of Communion. If there 


were no ſuch Uſurpation, yet we ſhould never decline giving an account of 


the Reaſons of our Faith, as to Sacraments, Purgatory, or what you pleaſe 
of the Points in difference between us. Which I neither deſire to make 
greater or leſſer, than really they are. For there may be deceit both ways. 


As to his renewing the Queſtion, &y what Authority we ſeparate? J anſwer, Def p. 45 


by the ſame Authority which makes it unlawful for us to profeſs what we 


do not believe; and to practiſe what we believe God hath forbidden: This 


1s juſt as if one ſhould ask by what Authority Men are bound to be honeſt 


and ſincere; and to prefer Gods Laws before Mens? For the Church of 


Rome requires from the Members of her Communion, beſides matters of 
Faith, ſuch acts of Worſhip, which, whatever they be, to thoſe who be- 
lieve as they do, muſt be Idolatrous to thoſe that believe as we do. For 
Example, ſuppoſe in China, where they believe God to be the ſame with the 
World, ſome of the Chineſes (who on that account think they may lawful- 
ly give Divine Worſhip to any part of the World) to be converted by the 
Miſſionaries, who tell them the parts of the World cannot be God, for he 
is Infinite and Immutable, and Wiſe, and Powerful, which the Parts of the 
World are not, and cannor be, and therefore they cannot without Idolatry 
give Divine Worſhip to them; the Mandarins require their giving the ſame 
Adorations that others do; they refuſe and ſay, Whatever you may do, who 
believe God and the World to be the ſame, certainly it would be groſs Ido- 
latry in us, who believe the thing you worſhip, to be nothing bur dull in- 
ſenſible parts of the World. And if now it ſhould be asked, By what Au- 
thority they ſeparate? ls there not a plain Anſwer, By the Authority of God 


' himſelf, who requires Adoration to be given to himſelf alone? 


But who ſhall be Judg, faith the Defender? God himſelf will be Judg at Pag. 43. 


the great Day, whether we will or not. And I think that is more to be re- 
garded, than putting an end to Controverſies. if we be not ſincere and 
taithful to him and his ſervice, if we do not a& and judg with a regard to 
the Judgment of that day, all the pretences in the World of a Judg in Con- 
troverſies, then will ſtand in no ſtead. If we do ule our careful endeavours 
to know the will of God, and to do it, we have great reaſon to hope God 
will ſhew Mercy to us; and then the Queſtion will not appear of ſuch won- 
derful Importance, Who ſhall be Fudge here? a 
But we do not decline a reaſonable Judgment in this World; we only de- 
fire our Judges may be fair and equal, and ſuch as God hath appointed. And 


if 
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if thoſe who would judg for us, pretend that they have a Divine Commit 
ſion, we deſire to know who ſhall be Judg of this pretence? We have no rea- 
ſon to truſt them; and they will not truſt us. So that here we art ſtopt at 
firſt, unleſs the Commiſſion be produced, which impowers thoſe Perſons to 
judg, who challenge ſuch Authority over our Judgments. A general inde- 
finite obſcure Commiſſion, which may extend to all other Guides in the 
Church as well as to them, will by no means be ſufficient. Let us ſee whom 
_ Chriſt hath appointed in his own words, and we will ſubmit; for we look 


on him as Supreme Judg and Legiſlator to his Church; and if he hath 


thought fit to appoint an Infallible Judg, we have done. But we deſire to 
know where he hath done it? Hath he granted any new Commiſſion from 
Heaven? No. Is it to be found in Scripture? Yes. But then I pray ob- 
ſerve, you tell us Scripture cannot be Judg in any Controverſy, being am- 
biguous, uncertain, general, mute, flexible, and what not? and becauſe it 
cannot hear Parties, nor givea deciſive Voice, it can by no means be aJudp 
of Controverſies. How then can the Scripture put an end to this Contro- 
verſie, when it can put an end to none 2 Are the Expreſſions in this matter 
ſo particular, ſo clear, ſo peremptory, that we cannot miſtake about the 
ſenſe of them? If ſo, then I perceive, notwithſtanding all the hard words 
given it, Scripture may be Judge as well as a Rule, becauſe it is fitted to put 
an end to ſuch a Controverſie, which is as doubtful as any; and why not as 
well to all the reſt? We are not then afraid of this Queſtion, Who ſhall be 


Judg > But we deſire to be ſatisfied about it; and to know not only who hath 
appointed him, but who he is, whether the Pope i» Cathedrd, or a General 


Council? For this is very material for us to know, ſince even at this day 
Cler. Gallica. you are far from being agreed about it. The Aſſembly of the Clergy of 
Prop. g. 1682. France, have ſolemnly declared within few years, That they do not believe 
CenſuraHun- he Popes Judgment to be Infallible. The Clergy of Hungary have rejected 
3 and cenſured this Declaration as abſurd and deteftable, and have forbidden an 
: to read, hold, or teach the Doctrine, and own the Pope to be the only Infallible 
Judg of Controverſies. A Sorbon Doclor in his Notes on the Hungarian Cen- 
ſure, calls this, The new Hereſie of the Feſuits ; on the other ſide, large Vo- 
lumes have been Printed to prove, that the right of judging znfallibly, belongs 
only to the Pope. | | 
Traftat. de And now very lately comes out a Learned Book by another Doctor of the 
Libertat. Ec- of the Sorbon, to prove not only that the Popes Judgment is not Infallible, but 
3 that it is a dangerous thing to believe it; and that no Man ought to do it, unleſs 
Regale Sacer- infallible proof be brought of it. But he proves at large, that not ſo much as 
_ = probable evidence can be brought for it, either from Scripture or Tradition. 
fici aſſerrum. I pray now the Defender to tell me, Who is the Judg > Isthe Pope Infallible 
Autore Eu” or not? It M eafily anſwer d I, or no. And it is neceſſary to be anſwer'd, if 
ane » — we muſt know, Who 1s the Judg ? a | 
De Antiqua The common Evaſion is, That you are agreed, that Popes and Councils to: 
— gether are? but this is but an Evaſion. For the Infallibility is by virtue of 
ſert 5. Aut. Divine Promiſes, and thoſe muſt either relate to the Church as the ſubject of 
Ho 1686. them; or to the Succeſſors of St. Peter in their capacity as ſuch. If to the 
an tdeten * former, the Popes have nothing to do in it, but as included in the Church; 
if the latter, the Councils have no Infallibility, but the Pope. To ſay the 
Council is Infallible, when confirmed by the Pope, is Nonſenſe. For, either it 
was Infallible in its Decree, or not. If not, it can borrow no Infallibility 
from the Popes ſubſequent Confirmation; but the Popes Judgment may be 


Diſſert. 3. c. i. ſaid to be Infallible, but by no means the Councils. And D Pin hath pro- 


ff. 2. ved, that there cannot be two Seats of Infallibility; for whereever there is 


Infalli- 
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Infallibility, it can receive no addition or force from another [nfallibility ; and 
whatever is Infallible, muſt be believed for it ſelf, and not depend on ano- 
thers Judgment. And therefore I again deſire the Defender to make no ha- 
rangues about this matter, but to anſwer directly, Who # the Fudg? For we 


would fair be acquainted with this ſome body, as he ſpeaks ; but 1 am afraid his p 
ſome body of Infallibility, will prove a more pleaſing Dream than what he 
charges me with in what follows. 1 | 


I had given a fair account of the proceedings in Exglaad upon the Refor- 
mation, how the ſearch began, the Popes Authority to be diſcarded, and the 
Articles of Religion to be drawn up, which ought not to be looked on as 
particular Fancies, but the ſenſe of our Church. | 


All this he calls a pleafing Dream; I am ſure the pretence of Infallibility is 


ſo; but I related matter of fact, which he hath no mind to meddle with, 


tween Churches there's none at all. I do think the Church of Exgland in this 


divided ſtate of the Catholick Church, is under no Superior Judicature, but 
that it hath ſufficient Power and Authority to reform Abuſes, and to declare 


Articles of Religion ſo as to oblige its Members to Conformity; eſpecially 
ſince it proceeds by ſuch excellent Rules, as the Holy Scriptures, the ancient 
"av rh and Univerſal Tradition. And Ihope this may paſs for a direct 

n{wer. | | | 


The Replier takes another courſe beſides this, for he makes uſe of theſe Reply, p. 25. 
two Topicks againſt the Church of England : 1. That the Church of Rome Ps. 27. 


was in poſſeſſion of all thoſe Truths we rejected. 2. That we ought to bring poſi- 
tive Texts for our Negative Articles. | : 5 

x. As to the Plea of Poſſeſſion of all thoſe Truths now queſtion d by us. This 
were a pleaſant thing for us to queſtion them, if we owned they were Truths; 
but he means only that he thinks them ſo. Well then, how is it their Church 
was in poſſeſſion of thoſe Truths? Do they become Truths by their poſſeſſion, 


or only that they were Truths they were then poſſeſſed of 2 If ſo, he muſt 


firſt prove them to be Truths, or the Poſſeſſon ſignifies nothing. And that is 
the point I went upon, that no Poſſeſſion gives a right to Truth; but the 
Church of England had juſt reaſon to examine whether theſe were Truths or 
not; and upon examination finding them to be otherwiſe, it had reaſon to 
reject them. 


But to inforce this, he faith afterwards, That their Church had a thouſand Reply, p. 40. 


years preſcription here, and that their Religion came into this Nation with 
Chriſtianity. ; 

Although according to St. Cyprian's Rule, all this proves no more than the 
Antiquity of Error, unleſs the proof be made from Scripture, yet becauſe this 
goes a great way with ſome People, I do not only deny the truth of it, but 


| ſhall give evident proof to the contrary. 


For I ſuppoſe it will not be queſtioned, that the Religion brought in hers 
by Auguſtin and his Companions, was the Religion of Gregory the Great; 1 
ſhall therefore compare the Doctrine of the Council of Trent with that of 
Gregory, in ſome remarkable Particulars, and ſhew the great Difference be- 


y5ffff 1. Scripture 


ag. 44. 


but he runs again to his, Who ſball be Judg? And concludes, that I think be. Pag. 45. 


_ I Vindication of the Anſwer 
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1. Scripture and Tradition. 


Council of Trent, Gregory the Great, 


Eclares, That it receives Tra- Ar That all things. which 
ditions with an equal Venerati- X edifie and inſtruct, are contained 
on with Holy Scriptures, Sell. 4. in the Volume of Scriptures, in Exek. 
e Hom. I. x. cap. 8. 

That Gods Mind i to be found in his 

Words, Regiſt. Epiſt. I. 4. Ep. 40. 
That the Scripture is the Glaſs of the 
Elect, in Reg, 1.4. c. 10. in Job l. 2. c. 1. 
That to be born of God, is to love his 
Will revealed in Scripture, in 1 Reg. 
| c. I4- | 
| | That Preachers are to inſtruct their 
People in what they learn, out of the 
Holy Scriptures, Greg. Sacram. in 

Conſecr. Epiſcopi. 

That the Staves being in the Rings 
on the fides of the Ark, do ſhew that 
Teachers ſhould have the Holy Scrip- 
tures in their Hearts, that from thence 
they may preſently teach whatever is 
needſul, de Cura Paſtor, 1, 2. c. 11. 


2. Apochryphal Books. 


The Council of Trent, | Gregory the Great, 
Eckons the Maccatees among Lainly rejeas thew from being 
the Canonical Books, Sell. 4, Canonical ; for he excuſes ta- 


king an Example out of them, not be- 
ing. Canonical, Moral, in Job l. 19. 
c. 13. 


3. Merit of Good Works. 


The Council of Trent, Gregory the Great, 


| Nathematizes thoſe who deny good Enies the moſt ſanfified Perſons 
| Works to be truly meritorious o to procure Divine Wiſdom by 
| Grace aud Eternal Life, Sell.6.Can.z2. their Graces, in Job l. 18. c. 26. 

| | A Afirms, that the beſt Men will find 
| #0 Merit in their beſt Actious, Moral. 
| EE | I. 9. c. 2. 1 5 

| 8 That all human Righteouſneſs will 
be found unrighteouſneſs, if ſtrictly 
judged, Ib. I. 9. c. 11. 

T hat if he ſhould attain to the high- 
eſt Virtue, he ſhould obtain eternal 
Life, not by Merits, but by Pardon, 
Ib. 5 
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4. Auricular Confeſſion, 


The Council of Trent, 


 YNeEclares- ſecret Confeſſion of all 
| fins to be neceſſary in order to 
Remiſſion and Abſolution by the Prieſt, 
Sell. 14. c. 6, 7, 8. 


Gregory the Great, 


' (Peaks of no other Confeſſion thin 


x J what was required in order to the 
Reconciliation of thoſe who had un- 
dergone pablick Penance, the Cuſtom 
whereof at Rome, is ſet down in Gela- 
ſius his Sacramentary, p. 63. And Gre- 
gory refers to the Cuſtom then uſed, 
in his Sacramentary, p. 225. And there 
is no Form of 4b/olution in either of 
them, but by way of Prayer to God, 
which is different from a Sacramental, 
Judicial ' Abſolution, required by the 
Council of Trent. 

He makes no Abſolution true, but 


that which follows the judgment of God, 
which he parallels with the loofing of 


Lazarus after Chriſt had raiſed him 


from the Grave, Hom. 26. in Evangel. 


5. Solitary Maſſes. 


The Council of Trent, 


Nathematizes thoſe who ſay ſuch 
; Maſſes wherein the Prieſt ay 
communicates, are unlawful, and to be 


abrogated. Sell: 22. Can. 8. 


Gregory the Great, 


Lorbids the Prieſt to celebrate a- 

lone, and ſaith expreſly it ought 
not to be celebrated by one, becauſe the 
People are to bear their ſhare, Greg. 
lib. Capital. c. 7. apud Caſlindr. Li- 
turg. c. 33. Z 


6. Tranſubſtantiation. 


7 he Council of Trent, 


TN Eclares the Body of Chriſt to be 
in the Euchariſt under the Spe- 
czes of Bread, Seſſ. 13. Cap. 1. 


That aſſerts only the Species to re- 


main aſter Conſecration, ib. c. 4. 


Fffff x 


Gregory the Great, 


Sſerts the Body of Chriſt after his 
Keſurrection to be palpable, i. e. 
That it may be ſeen and felt where it 
is, and that he proved this againſt 
Eutychius of Conſtantinople, Moral. . 
14. C. 31. | 1 | 
He frequently declares, That our 
Bodies as well as our Souls, are nou- 
riſhed by the Euchariſt, which cannot 
be done by mere ſpecies ; for no Acci- 
dents can produce a Subſtance, Greg. 
Sacram. 16, Kal. Mart. in Sex4ge/. 
Held. 3, in Quadrag. Fr. 4. 


7. Commu- 
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7. Communion in one Kind. 
Council of Trent, Gregory the Great, 


Ffirms it to be the conſtaut pra- 
Aice for the People to receive in 


Eclares again(# the nece , of 
Communion in both kinds, Seſſ. 
13. Cap. 13. th. | 
Sacram. in Quadrag. Fr. z. 
6 Kal. Julii ad Complend. 
Hebd. 3. in Quadr. Sabbato. 
Miſſ. Temp. Belli. 
Sexageſ. ad Complend. 
Domin. in Ramis Palm. 

VI. Non. Julii ad Complend. 
VIII. Kal. Aug. ad Compl, 
Kalend. Aug. ad Compl. 

The like may be obſerved in Gela- 
 frus his Sacramentary, who declared 
it Sacrilege to do otherwiſez as appears 
by the known Canon, Comperimus. 
De Conſecr. Diſt, 2. who was one of 
Gregory's Predeceſſors, and not long 
before him. 


8. Purgatory. 


Council of 'Trent, | Gregory the Great, 
TNEdares that there is 4 Purgato- * That at the time of Death, 
* ry after this Life, out of which either the good or evil Spirit 
Souls may be helped by the Prayers of ſeizeth upon the Soul, and keeps it with 


the faithful, Seſſ. 25. | it for ever without any change. Moral 

in Job, l. 8. c. 8. ed. Baſil. c. 9. ed. 

Novæ. That, in the day of death, the 

juſt goes to Joy, and the wicked with 

the Apoſtate Angel is reprobated. Mo- 

ral. in Job, I. 12. c. 4. 

The Paſſages in his Dialogues, which 

ſeem to contradict theſe, do not come 
up to the Council of Trents Purgatory; 

for they only ſpeak of a Purgation 

for light and venial Sins, and not for 

the temporal pain of mortal Sins, 
Dial 4 * whoſe Guilt is remitted : But in the 
c. 9. former places he plainly denies any 
change of State after this Life; ſo 

that the Purgation he ſpeaks of, muſt 

be conſiſtent with a State of Joy; and 

in that very place, he ſaith, Per- 

ons ſhall be at the day of Judgment, 

as they were when they went out of the 


World. 
9. Maſſes 
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| 9. Maſſes for the Dead. 
The Council of Trent, | Gregory the Great, 


Eclares, That they are intended Uppoſes thoſe to be in a fate of 

| for thoſe who are dead in Chriſt, Y Bliſs, for whom the OLlation 

not yet fully purged from their fins, was made at the Altar, as appears by 

EL. 23. .. 5 the Sacramentary IV. Kalend. Juli, 

| where the Oblation is firſt mention'd ; 

and after follows, Deus qui anime fa- 

mult tui Leonys eterng beatitudinis 
præmia contuliſti. 


10. Worſhip of Images. 


The Council of Trent, | Gregory the Great, 
Eclares, not only that ny Llows their being in Temples, 
L F are tobe placed in Temples, but but denies any worſhip to be giv- 
to be worſhipped there, Sell, 25. en to them. For he not only often 


denies any Adoration to be given 
them; but he ſaith, They are only for 
Inſtruction; which excludes Relative 
Worſhip. Regiſtr. Epiſt. I. 9. Ep. g. 
I. 7. Ep. 110. 
The Epiſtle to Secundinus Guſſan- 
villzus in his late Edition of S. Gre- 
gory, ſaith, was not to be found in 
the moſt Ancient MSS. 


II. Extreme Uuction. 


The Council of Treat, Gregory the Great, 
Y Nathematizes thoſe who do af- Entions the Un#30n then uſed 
rm it not tobe a true and pro- in order to the Recovery of 


per Sacrament, appointed by Chriſt for fick Perſons ; and in the Prayer ap- 
Remiſſon of Sins, and conferring Grace. plies S. James his Words that way; 
Seſſ. 14. Can. 1, 2. and then adds, Saua quoque quæſumuu, 
omnium medicator ejus Febrium, & cun- 

forum languorum cruciatus ægritudi- 

emq3 » ©c. Sacram. p. 25 3. And im- 

mediately before, in the Unction, 

theſe words are ſaid, Per hanc ſacra- 

ti olei Unftionem—prifinam & emme- 

lioratem recipice merfaris ſanitatem. 

Ib. ER, ET 

And that it was not looked on as 
the laſt Sacrament, appears by things 
in that Sacramentary 7: i 
1. The Euchariſt was to be given af- 
ter it. 


2. It 
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Council of Trent, Gregory the Great, 


2. It was to be continued for ſeven 
days if there were occaſion ; & ſuſc;- 
tabit eum Deus; which ſhews that it 
was deſigned for bodily health. 


12. Pope's Supremacy, 


Council of Trent, . Gregory the Great, 
Wned it from beginning to end; Eclares the Headſpip of the 
and referr'd the Confirmation Church to be peculiar to Chriſt. 


of its Decrees to the Pope, as Su- Regiſtr. Ep. I. 4. Ep. 36, 38. where 


preme Head of the Church, he ſpeaks not of an Eſſential Head, 


but of the Fountain of Juriſdiction. 

He urges it as an inconvenience, If 
there were a Head of the Church, the 
Church muſt err with him. Epiſt. 
„ 

Which Bellarmin owns to be a true 
Conſequence. De R. Pont. l. 4.c. 5. 

He makes it the Pride of Lucifer, 
and the forerunning of Antichriſt, for 


. one Biſhop to ſet himſelf above the reſt, 


p. 36. 
Not to be the Sole Biſhop ; but to 
have all the reſt in ſuljection to him. 


Theſe things may be ſufficient at preſent, to ſhew how little ground there 
is to ſay, That the Religion now owned in the Church of Rome, was brought 
in hither with Chriſtianity in the time of Gregory the Great. f 

(2.) The Replier faith, We ought to bring poſitive Texts for our negative 
Articles; as no Praying to Saints, no Purgatory, no Worſhip of Images, no 
Tranſubſtantiation, and the lite; with which, he faith, the 39 Articles are ſtuft 
Bur why muſt we be obliged to bring Texts for the Negative? Becauſe he 
faith, we make theſe Articles of Faith. | 

To anſwer this, Let us ſuppoſe the Common Council of the City ſhould 
agree to make Men fwear that the Monument near London Bridge, is a li- 
ving Creature, and ſhould exclude all thoſe from the City Privileges who 
do not ; and that others having examin'd the Monument, and found nothing 
but Stones and Iron, were reſolved to follow their Senſes, and declare their 
Minds, That upon due Conſideration, they did judge the Monument to be 


no living Creature; Would any ſay, theſe Men made it an Article of their 


Faith, when they only rejected a falſe Propoſition impoſed upon the Faith 
of others? Why may not a Church declare what it doth not believe, as 


Well as what it doth? And when it declares what it doth not believe, doth 
it make ſuch Declarations Articles of Faith? The plain caſe is, Thoſe of the 
Church of Rome impoſe things we think as hard and unreaſonable as the for- 


mer Example: Our Church not only denies its belief of them; but ſigni- 
fies it to its Members by a body of Articles which they are to ſign, to teſti- 
fre their conſent : How doth this come to make every one of theſe Decla- 
rations an Article of Faith? They are only Articles of Agreement, and ger 
Ls . © 
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of Faith. And the difference between theſe may be eaſily underſtood. . 4 
Article of Faith ſuppoſes a Divine Revelation, as the Replier yields; but if 
Men offer that for a Divine Revelation, which is not, the rejecting of that 
cannot be called an Article of Faith; becauſe there is no need of Revelati- 
on to declare the other to be none, ſuppoſing there be a Rule to judg what 
is of Divine Revelation, and what not. That Rule we ſay is the Holy Scrip- 
ture, not interpreted by Fancy, but by the Primitive Church; by this Rule 
ſo interpreted, we reject Invocation of. Saints, Purgatory, Worſhip of Images, 
Tranſubſtantiation, &c. And why then ſhould our rejecting them, be called 
ſo many Articles of Faith? We own the Scripture for our Rule, and for our 
compleat and adequate Rule of Faith; and therefore it ſerves us both for 
what we are to believe, and what we are not to believe. In poſitive Arti- 


cles, we reſolve our Faith into Divine Revelation contained in Scripture; in 


Negative, the Article of Faith is, 7 hat Scripture is our Rule; but from thence 
it is a neceſſary Conſequence of Reaſon, That we are not to believe any 
thing but what is contained in Scripture, or may be deduced from thence, 
Which deductions being within the force of the Rule, are not to be looked 
on as different from it; and what can neither be proved by Scripture, nor 
by deductions from it, if our Principle be allowed, we can never be blamed 
if we reject it. For otherwiſe we ſhould not act reaſonably, nor agreeable 
to our own Principles. | 5 

But as to the Particulars mentioned, we do not meerly reject them as not 
contained in Scripture, but as repugnant to ſuch Principles concerning Di- 
vine Worſhip, Remiſſion of Sins, the Nature of Chriſt's Body, Sc. which 
are evidently contained therein: But I go no further than the Replier 
leads me. | | 

At the Concluſion of the firſt Paper, there was a Suggeſtion, As.tho the 
Schiſm were raiſed by particular Men, for their own Advantage. 


It was anſwered, That the Advantage of the Clergy lay plainly on the 


other ſide; which is yielded by the Replier ; and yet he would have the 


Clergy byaſt : What, byaſt againſt their Intereſt 2 For that is the Point, Whe- Reply, p. 28. 


ther they got or loſt by the Reformation? and beſides other Conſiderati- 
ons, it there were ſo much Sacriledg committed by it, as is ſaid in one of 


the Papers, it is hard to ſuppoſe that they ſhould raiſe the Schiſm for their 


_ own Advantage. Iam of the Defenders mind, That matter of Intereſt ought 
not to be regarded in theſe things; but when that was faid to lie at the bottom 
of the Reformation, we had reaſon to conſider on which ſide lay the grea- 
ter Advantage. | 


The 2d Charge is, That the Reformation hath been the occafion of a World Def p. 46. 


of Herefies creeping into this Nation. With this the 24 Paper begins. 
la aniwerit was ſaid, That either this reſpects the feveral Sets of Diſſen- 
ters from the Religion eſtabliſhed by Law, and then it feems hard, conſider- 
ing all Circumſtances, to charge the Church of England with them; or it 
takes in all that diſſent from the Church of Nome, and ſo it is a Charge on 
the whole Church ſince the Reformation, as guilty of Hereſie; which was 
a Charge I ſaid could never be made good. bu 

The Defender avoids the Charge as to the Church of England; but the 


Replier in plain terms owns it; ſaying, That eſtabliſhment of a Religion by Reply, p. 29. 


Law, cannot protect it from being a Flerefie; which I readily grant. And 
then he adds, Let him defend his own, and hu work is done. The beſt way to 
do that, is to conſider firſt what Hereſie is, and that I ſaid was an obſtinate 
oppoſing ſome neceſſary Article of Faith; and then, how it comes to be in 
the Power of the Church of Rome to define Heretical Doctrines, ns 
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that any Doctrine comes to be Hereſſe, by being contrary to its Defini- 
tions? | 
He anſwers, By the ſame way the Church had Power in her General Councils, 
to make Creeds, and to Anathematize Hereticks, | 
So that whatever Power the Catholick Church exerciſed in declaring 
Matters of Faith, he challenges as of Right belonging to the Church of 
Rome, which wholly depends on the firſt Point already diſcuſſed ; viz. That 
the Roman and Catholick Charch are the ſame. | VF 
But I ſhall now wave that, and conſider, Whether if that were allow'd, 
the Church could now have the ſame Reaſon to declare the Points in diffe- 
rence to be Hereſies, as the Primitive Church had the Doctrines of the Tri- 
nit), and Incarnation of Chriſt. | N 
Iam of Opinion it cannot; and yet if it could, that alone is not ſuffici- 
ent to charge Hereſie upon us. | 
And in making out of both theſe, I ſhall argue from the Nature of Here- 
fie, as it is ſtated among their beſt Writers, who - 4 that there are three 


Things neceſſary to make up the charge of Hereſie. 1. The Nature of the 


Propoſition. 2. The Authority of the Proponent. 3. The Obſtinacy of the 
Party. 
1. The Nature of the Propoſition; for it is allowed among them, that 
there is a difference between a Propoſition erroneous in Faith, and Heretical. 
faitirurenim But for our better underſtanding this matter, I ſhall ſet down ſomething 
Revelation: very pertinently obſerved by Aquinas and others. 
Apoſtolis& 1. Aquinas faith, That Faith in us depends upon Divine Revelation, not ſuch 
Lays ,_ as is made to any Perſon, but that which was made to the Prophets and Apoſtles, 
nonicos li- which is preſerved in the Canonical Books ; and therefore he ſaith, the proofs 
_ el from Scripture. are neceſſary and convincing; thoſe from other Authorities are 
tem revelati. ##f probable : Which is a Teſtimony of great Conſequence in this matter; 
on ſiqua fuit for from hence it appears, that whatſoever Article of Faith is made neceſ- 
bust, ſary to be believed, muſt be proved from Scripture; and Hereſie being an 
q. 1. Ar. 8. ad obſtinate oppoſing a neceſſary Article of Faith, there can be no Herefle, 
. £7, where the Doctrine is not founded on Scripture: And elſewhere he makes 
the Principles of Faith to be the Authorities of the Scripture. . 
2. That all matters of Faith are not equally revealed in Scripture: For 
17.32. art. 4. ſome, he faith, are principally deſigned, as the Trinity and Incarnation ; and 
theſe are diretly againſt Faith; and to bold the contrary to them, eſpecially 
with obſtinacy, is Hereſie; but there are others which are indirectly againſt 
Faith; from whence ſomething follows which overthrows Faith; as, for any one 
to deny that Samuel was the Son of Helcanah, the Conſequence would be, that 
the Scripture was falſe. | 
3. He makes a diſtinction between thoſe who diſcern the Repugnancy, and 
continue obſtinate, and thoſe who do not ; not intending to maintain any thing 
contrary to Faith; and in this cafe there may be an erroneous opinion in Faith, 
without Herefie. So that an erroneous Opinion lies in not attending to the 
Conſequence of that Opinion, as againſt Faith, and not maintaining it ob- 
{tinately. But he aſſerts it 70 be in the Churches Power to declare ſuch au Opi- 
nion tobe againſt Faith, and then he makes it Heretical to deny it: His Inſtance 
is about the five Notions of the Trinity; and his Conclufion is, That it can- 
not be Heretical in it ſelf to have different Opinions about them, but it is very 
hard to underſtand how the Church by its declaration can make the hold- 
ing one or the other Opinion to be more or leſs repugnant to Faith. But 
then the Reaſon of Hereſie mult be reſolved into the Authority of the Church; 
of which afterwards ; yet ſtill Scripture is the Rule by which the Church 


is to judg. | (4.) That 
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(g.) That there are ſome things revealed in Scripture which immediately 
tend to make mankind happy; and thoſe are the Articles of Faith which all Mex 
are bound to believe explicitely; other things are revealed by accident, or ſecon- 
darily, as that Abraham had two Sons, that David was the Son of Jeſſe. Nom 
as to theſe latter points he ſaith, That it is enough to have an inward preparati- 
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on of mind to believe all that is contained in Scripture; and thoſe things in par- 


ticular as ſoon as they are known to be there. But we believe all Perſons hound 


to ſearch the Scriptures, that they may know what. is contained therein. 


However we gain this Point hereby, that by their own Doctrine, beſides 


the Articles of Faith receiv'd on both ſides, no other Points can become ne- 


ceffary, till they be made appear to us to be contained i Scripture, other- 
wile it is ſufficient for us to be ready to believe whatever is contained there- 
in. And conſequently, we cannot be charged with Zerefre for rejecting 


f them. EN 


Alphonſus a Caſtro makes this diſtinction between Hereſie and a Propoſition De Llæret pu- 
erroneous in Faith; That the former is againſt ſuch a point of Faith, as all nit. . 1. c 3. 


Men are bound to believe; but there are ſome Propoſitions, he ſaith, relating to 
Faith, wherein a Man is under no obligation to believe either part of the contra- 
dition, But if he aſſerts either of them to be an Article of Faith, and pronoun- 
ces the other Feretical, he then errs in Faith, and is become a Heretick, From 
whence Jobſerve, that ſuppoſing any points in Controverſie, not to be ſo 


determined as to bring on Men an obligation to believe them, thoſe who 


make them to be Articles of Faith, and condemn the others for Hereticks, are 
in ſo doing Hereticts themſelves. | 


Melchior Canus faith, That although a Propoſition be thought by wiſe Men to be Loc. Theo- 
a matter of Faith, yet if it be not plainly defined by the Church, nor demonſtrated los l. 12. c. rr. 


by Reaſon, then the oppoſing of it is no Hereſie, but Erroneous Doftaine. Nay 
he ſaith further, That if an Opinion do contradict a point of Catholick Faith in 
the moſt probable and almoſt neceſſary Opinion of all wiſe Men, yet if it do not ma- 
nifeſtly contradict, it is barely Erroneous, and not Heretical. 


Suarez ſaith, that Melchior Canus his Doctrine in this matter is generally Suarez. de 


receivd. But he adds one thing more, viz. That in Herefie there muſt be the 
higheſt oppoſition to immediate Revelation ; but if it implies only a repugnancy to 
a bare Catholick Truth, or Theologital concluſion, it is erroneous in Faith, but no 
Hereſie. The higheſt oppoſition lies in three things 1. The Revelation muſt be 
immediate, and not deduced by Conſequence. 2. That it muſt be moſt certainly and 
undoubtedly of Faith. 3. That the erroneous Propoſition do moſt certainly and un- 
doubredly contradict it. For, faith he, if there be a defect in any one of theſe, it 

is not an Heretical Propoſition. | ͤͤ s” op in 
| Theſe are rhe Principles laid down by their own Writers of greateſt eſteem. 
And therefore if the Replier think fit to make good his Charge of Hereſie a- 
gainſt the Church of Eng/and, he may from hence ſee what he hath to do. 
1. He muſt prove the Points in Controverſie to be of immediate Divine 
Revelation; and not drawn from thence by Conſequences and Suppoſitions. 
2. That the Doctrine of our Church doth in the higheſt, plaineſt, and 

moſt certain manner contradict ſuch Propoſitions of Faith, 

And ſuppoſing it were poſſible for him to do the former; yet if their 
own Expoſitor of the Articles of our Church may be believed, he can never do 
the latter. For he endeavours to prove them capable of a Catholick ſenſe. 
The five firſt he allows for Catholick as they ſtand. The ſixth about Canoni- 
cal Scripture, with St. Jerom's Explication, is Catholick enough. The 7th, 
8th, firſt part of the th, and the whole roth, are very Catholick. The four 
next he examines. The 15th needs only a Gloſs of St. Auguſtins. The 16th, 
7 68888 very 
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very good, The 17th Carholick, and ſo the 18. The 19th only wants a Gloſs; 
and fo the 2oth and 21. The 22d he examines, 23d isallow'd. The 24th being 
only againſt a cuſtom of the Church, he proves from Canus, can imply no Fe- 
refie ; and yet he thinks it capable of a good Gloſs. The 25th he allows in the 
genuine ſenſe of it. The 26th and 27th are confeſſed to be the Doctrines of the 
Church, and all the Fathers. Even the 28th againſt Trayſub/tantiation he thinks 
may be gloſſed into a good ſenſe. The 29th is explained from S. Auga(tin. The zoth 
from Canus, not to contain any Herefie: The 3 Iſt he faith only oppoſes the com- 
mon Opinion. The 32d capable of a ſound ſenſe, 33, 34th agreeable to Scrip- 
ture and Antiquity. 35th about the Homilies, paſſable. 36th about Ordination 
valid. 37th agreeable to the French Opinion and Prattiſe, the Popes Juriſdiction 
may be underſtood of Temporal. The two laſt he allows to be Catholick. 

So that of 39 Articles, but five are reſerved for Examination, and of theſe, 
the x1th he ſaith, if about words; the 12 and 13 capable of a good ſenſe ; the 
14th goes upon a miſtake of their ſenſe; the 22d determines nothing againſt the 
true Faith, I do not go about to juſtiſie his Expoſition; but 1 ſay, that upon 
your own grounds, it ſheweth that our Church cannot be juſtly charged 
with Hereſie. For if it be required that ſuch Propoſitions as are Heretical 
mult in the higheſt and cleareſt manner contradict the Doctrines of Faith; 
and your own Expoſitor grants they do not; then however you may think 
them Erroneous, yet you cannot condemn them for Heretical. 

(2.) As to Herefie, a ſufficient Propeſition of the matters of Faith is requi- 
red. For they grant that the matters of Faith muſt be propoſed in ſuch a 
manner as to induce an obligation to believe them, before any can be guilty 
of Hereſie in rejecting them. Therefore it is neceſſary for us to know what 
they mean by a ſuficient Propoſal. | 


Suarez de Fi» Suarez yields this to be a neceſſary Condition; and elſewhere diſcourſes a- 


de Diſp. 19. 
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bout the Nature of it. And there he ſhews, 1. That a ſufficient Propoſiti- 


Difp. 4. Sect. on of a matter of Faith is not barely to deliver it as a Divine Truth, but it 


2. 1 3. 


muſt be done with ſuch Circamſtances, that it may appear to be prudently cre- 


dible, i. e. ſo as to ſee ſach reaſon for it, as to put him beyond doubt or fear 


of the contrary. 2. That it muſt appear evidently credibleto be revealed by 
God, and therefore certain and infallible. 3. That it muſt appear not only 
ſo, but evidently wore credible, than the Doctrine repugnant to it. 4. That 
according to natural Reaſon, the aſſent to it is to be preferr'd before the con- 
trary Opinion. Now to make good the Charge of Hereſie againſt our 
Church, he muſt not bring the Motives of Credibility for the Chriſtian Faith 
in general, which are owned on both ſides; but as to thoſe Points which 
are aſſerted by them as matters of Faith, and rejected by us. As for In- 
ſtance, Tranſubſtantiation is declared by them to be a matter of Faith; and it 
is denied by us; and they charge us with Hereſe for it. We ſay, it hath 
never been propoſed to us in ſuch a manner, as to make it appear to be a pru- 
dent Judgment in us to believe it, or that it was ever revealed by God, or 
more credible than the contrary Opinion, in the judgment of Reaſon. Not 
any one of theſe things doth appear to us, but the contrary; for we can ſee 
nothing of the Credibility, but a great deal for the evident Incredibility of it. 
How then can this matter of Faith be (aid to be ſufficiently propoſed to us 2 
It may be ſaid, Al this is done by the Authority of the Church propoſing it; 

and if it be made evidently credible that you ought to believe the Church, thenwe 

are Flereticks for rejecting her Authortiy, | 
T anſwer, That if by the Churches Authority, be meant that of the Noman 
Catholick Churches Infallible propoſing matters of Faith to us, we are as far to 
ſeek as ever, and for our hearts we cannot find this made out with any de- 
gree 
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gree of Credibility. We have ſearched all your Grounds,- examined your EY 


| Motives, weighed your Reaſons, (your Miracles we have not ſeen) but we 


can meet with nothing that ſhould. make it a prudent judgment for us to take 


all matters of Faith upon truſt. from her. And if there be no Evidence of 
Credibility, there is no ſufficient Propoſal; and if there be nat, there canbe 

no obligation to believe; and where that is not, there ean be no Hereſſe in 
not believing, according to the judgment of your greateſt Divine. 

. (3) As to the Charge of Herefie, there muſt be Oh/tinacy in the Party; 

which they all make neceſſary to formal Hereſſe. | 


Het EH en 8 3 
Aquinas quotes the noted paſſage of St. Auga/tin to this purpoſe, That al. 2.2. g. 11. Art. 


though Men hold a falſe Opinion, without pertinacious animoſity, eſpecially if z ad 3. 


they derive it from their Parents; and do with diligence and caution ſeek after _ Epiſt. 


the Truth; and are ready to lay it down when they have found it, they are not 
#0 be reckon'd for Hereticks, 4" 1 


And we do not think a better Plea can be made for us as to this Charge, 
than what is contained in theſe words of St. Auguſtin, But here we muſt ob- 
ſerve the artifice of Aguinas. He ſaw this would never do their buſineſs againſt 
the Enemies of the Church of Rome, and therefore he pretends to give the 
Reaſon for this, becauſe they do not com radict the judgment of the Church; 
and fo draws the power of declaring Hereſie to the Pope, as having the 
chief Authority in the Church. Of whom St. Auguſtin ſaith. not a word. But 
however Aguinas himſelf requires Ob/tnacy even in this caſe-to make a He- 
retick. And the Olſtinacy is not placed by him in the meer reſiſting the Au» 
thority of the Church, but in the manner of doing it. Mc] 
Cajetan there affirms, that if there be no pertinacy in the Will, there is no 
Hereſie. So that if a Man holds an Opinion contrary to Faith in it ſelf, and 


he thinks he holds right, and doth not intend to diſſent from the Church, 


he is not guilty of Herefie. And ſo Cajetan deſines Pertinacy to be a conſent 
fo as error in Faith, feng it e. , 4% dds Ok 
Melchior Canus faith, It i the general Opinion of Divines and Canoniſts, Non eſt ergo 
that there can be no Hereſie without Olſlinacy. Aud no Man is a Heretick, he ***icus niſi 
. R 4 3 qui videns 
faith, who doth not, ſeeing: and knowing, chuſe a Doctrine contrary to Faith. prudens do- 
Suarez faith, that al the Doctors are agreed, that Obſtinacy. is required to drinam eli- 


Hereſie; and that it is expreſſed in the Canon Law. So that I need to pr. "Sabo 
duce no more to that purpoſe. . 1 „ 8 Foce e 9. 
But the difficulty is, to know what they mean by OZ/tivacy.: It is not hard q . Me 


to underſtand what is meant by the word; for pertinax is one that is over- Sed. 3. n. 9, 
tenacious, 4. e. that holds an Opinion, when he-ſees no ground for it, or will, 
yield to no Reaſonable conviction ; or. that hath nat a deſire to find out 


Truth, and ſubmit. to it. And ſoit is plain St. Auguſtin underſtood it, in the 


place before mention d. And in another place, he makes it to lye in 2 Maus Ne Bapr. c. 


reſiſting the Catholict Doctrine made known to him, without which he did not judg 2 4. 


im a Heretick, though he held Heretical Doclrinc. And again he declares Becivit. Dei, 


thoſe to be Hereticks that cont umaciouſly reſiſt thoſe that correct and inſtruct them. L '*: c. 57. 
and ii not amend their wicked Doctrines, but 24 on to. defend them. Theſe: 


paſſages of St. Auguſtin are enter d in the Body of the Cauon - Lam; and the C. 24. 9. 3. 


Gloſs there ſaith, J, one bolds Dactrines againſt | Faith 4 and be. ready to be. bet-®© 29, 31. 
ter inſtructed, he i no Heretick,, The ſame Authorities Octam inſiſts upon, Ockam Dia- 
and from them he declares Ohſtinacy to be ſo neceſſary, that without it no $4 * 1 
Man can be a Heretick. And he concludes. from St. Auguſtin, that if a Man 
be ready to yield to Truth when he finds it, he is not guilty of Ob{/inacy., 

And he proves that ſuch are no Hereticks from theſe Reaſons: (1) Becauſe Cap. 8. 
Hereticks are to be eee but ſuch hy the Canon · Lam are not to be g +6 
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Excommunicated. (2) Becauſe they are ready to be better inſtructed. (3) Be- 
cauſe many hive erred and were not accounted Hereticts on this account. 
Ockam diſtinguiſhes a twofold Obſtinacy : 1. Internal. 2. External. Internal 
may be known, he ſaith, by theſe Rules: r. If a Man be not convinced by 


Miracles. 2. If he will rather queſtion the truth of the Chriſtian Faith, than 


be convinced. 3. When he doth not uſe means for his own Conviction, but 

reſolves to perſiſt in his Errors, ſuch a neglect argues an obſtinate mind. 
External, of which he gives many Inſtances, of which I ſhall mentioti 

ſome, as (1.) If a Man willingly faith, or doth ſomething whereby he diſ- 


covers his disbelief of the whole Chriſtian Faith. (2.) If he denies any part 


of the Old or New Teſtament. (3.) If he holds the whole Chriſtian Church 
to have erred ; which he by no means underſtands of any part of it aſſu- 


ming the Titles of Catholick and Infallibleto it felf; for he faith, ſomne ſay, 


that whatſoever Chriſt hath promiſed to his Church, may be made good, 
if but one Perſon in it holds the true Faith ; but he declares that the Catho- 
lick Faith may be preſerved in a very few. (g.) If the contrary Doctrine be 
known to be univerſally received among Chriſtians, as if one ſhould deny 
that Chriſt was crucified ; and on this account, he charges John 22. with 
Hereſie, for denying that the Souls of the Wicked are in Hell, and of the 
Saints in Heaven, before the day of Judgment. (5. ) If he refuſes to be in- 
formed, being reproved by the Learned. (6.) It he proteſts he will never 
alter his Opinion. (7.) If he forbids reading the Scriptures, or preaching 
Catholick Doctrine. (8.) If a Pope commands an erroneous Opinion to be 
believed as matter of Faith. (g.) If a Man conſents to ſuch a Definition of 
the Pope, and impoſes it on others. | | | 
Job. Gerſon treats at large about the O/tinacy which makes one a Heretick, 
in ſeveral Diſcourſes before the Council of Conſtance ; and he follows St. Au- 


Gerſon. To. i. guſtins Doctrine in ſaying, That it conjiſts in not ſeeking after Truth, and not 


D. 408 · 


Can. Loc. Th. 


J. 12. c. 9. 


Diſp. 14. de 
ſide Sed. 3. 


N. 10. 


N. 17. 


obeying it when he hath found it. 

Melchior Canus, finds fault with the uncertain Marks of Oi#:nacy given 
by others, and he refolves it at laſt into this, That a Man holds an Opinion, 
which he knows to be contrary to the Catholick Faith; but then he requires, 
(I.) That he be certain that it belongs to it, and it is not enough that 
learned Men ſay ſo. (2.) That he muſt know it by an infallible Authority. 
For otherwiſe a Mans perſiſting in his Opinion, may be great raſhneſs and 
preſumption, but it is not Hereſy. But in caſe a perſons Ignorance be ſuch 
as makes his Errors involuntary, it doth excuſe him from Hereſy, becauſe 
that is not a voluntary Error. | 

Suarez, and others after him, in plain terms make the Oh/zizacy to lie in 
not ſubmitting to the Judgment of the Church ; becauſe, while a Man doth 
yield tothe Churches Authority, they account him no Heretick. This is in- 
deed an Argument according to their way of declaring Hereticts, but we 
are now enquiring what that O inacy is, which doth really make a Man 
ſuch. St. Auguſtins Opinion is reported by Aquinas, as the Reaſon of his 
Judgment, that is adopted into the Body of the Canon- Law: and there- 
fore, that ought to be the Standard, according to which they are to pro- 
nounce a Perſon Ohſiznate, If Men do not with Diligence and Caution ſeek 
after Truth, and are not willing to embrace it when they find it, then they 
are to be accounted Hereticks for being Ozſtinate. But St. Auguſtin goes no fur- 
ther; however Suarez would ſeem to to agree with him: But it is worth the 
while to conſider his Doctrine about it 

952 He affirms, That it is not enough for one to be ready to ſubmit to 
Gods Word, either written or unwritten; but the Submiſſion muſt be with re- 
ſpect to the Church, as propoſing both to us. 8 (2.) That 
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(2.) That thoſe who believe any Doctrine, becauſe their Judgment tell 
them, it is the ſenſe of Scripture; if they therein follow their own Judgment, 


and not the ſenſe of the Church, they are guilty of ſuch an OꝶHinacy, as 


makes Hereticks. 


Ibid 


— 


(3.) That it doth not excuſe, if be be willing to believe the Church, if _be N. * 


ſees Reaſons and Arguments to move him; for this, he ſaith, not to believe the 


Churches Authority as Divine, bat after a buman manner, which may conſiſt 
with Oi/tinacy againſt the Church, as a Rule of Faith. i | 
(.) That it is not yet neceſſary in order to this OHiuacy, to believe the 


Church to have I»falible Authority, for then thoſe muſt be excuſed from he- 


retical Obſtinacy who denied it: but it is ſufficient that the Church is propoſed 
as a true Church, whoſe Authority he is bound to ſubmit to. 8 

The ſhort of all this matter is, If a Man reſolve to believe as the Church 
believes, a very ſmall thing will excuſe him from Hereſy : but if not, nothing 
according to Suarez will do it: unleſs it be Ignorauce as to the Churches pro- 


poſing. And this is the modern Notion of Hereſy, which appears to me, to 


be very unreaſonable on. theſe accounts. | 

(1. ) Suppoſe a Perſon have a general Diſpoſition of mind to believe what- 
ever is ſufficiently propoſed to him, as revealed by God, and believes ſincere- 
ly whatever he knows to be contained in Scripture. I would fain know whe- 
ther this Diſpoſition of Mind do not really excuſe him from heretical Obſti- 


wacy? And yet this is very conſiſtent with doubting whether the Church be 


accounted as the Proponent of matters of Faith. —Þ 
(2.) Is it neceſſary in order to heretical Olſtinacy, that the Perſon believes 


the Proponent to be Iuſallible or not? If it be, then none can be convinced of 


heretical Obſlinacy, but ſuch asreje the Churches Authority, when they be- 
lieve it Infallible; and then none of us can be charged with it; for we do 
not believe the Churches Infallibility. If it be not neceſſary, then the Churches 
Infallibility is not neceſſary to Faith; for in order to Heretical Obſtinacy, 
he muſt be convinced of reſiſting that which was neceſlary in order to Faith; 
from whence it will follow; that the Churches Infallibility is not required as 


the Ground of Faith. | 


(3.) Suppoſe a Perſon thinks himſelf bound in Conſcience to believe thoſe 
Guides which God by his Providence hath ſet over him; and he believes to 
be fincere and honeſt : and theſe tell him, there is no ground to believe on 
the Churches Authority, as being. founded neither in Scripture, nor Anti- 
quity, nor Reaſon, is not he excuſed hereby from Heretical Obſtinacy ? 

(4-) Suppoſe he declares himſelf ready to believe the Churches Authori- 
ty, if it be ſufficiently propoſed to him; i. e. with ſuch Reaſons and Argu- 
ments as are proper to convince him; but after all, he declares, that he caq- 


not ſee any ſuch. And yet Aguina affirms, No Man can believe, unleſs he 2.2 fl. 1. art. 
ſees Reaſon why he ſhould believe. How then can a Man be liable to Hereti- 


cal Obſtinacy, becauſe he only refuſes to believe, when he ſees no Reaſon to 
believe? 


(5.) Suppoſe he doth believe that which the Church propoſes, not meer- 


ly upon its Aathority, but upon the Reaſons which the Church offers; why 


muſt this Man be liable to Heretical Obſtinacy, for believing upon the Churches 
Reaſons? What a wonderful nice thing is Hereſſe made? ſt ſeems by this rare 


Doctrine, it doth not excuſe from Hereſie to believe even Truth it ſelf, 
if it be upon grounds of Reaſon which the Church it ſelf gives. But it muſt 


be taken meerly from the Churches Authority ; and yet that very Authg- 
tity muſt be believed on the grounds of Reaſon, or the Motives of Credi- 
bility. | 


/ 
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(6.) Suppoſe a Perſon hath uſed the beſt means he could to find out his 


Obligation to believe on the Churches Authority, and after all, he cannot 


find any ſuch thing, what Obligation is he under to enquire farther ; and 
from whence doth it ariſe? And if he be not under any, how can he be 


' guilty of Heretical Obſtinacy, who is under no Obligation to ſearch any far- 


ther? For Ohſliuacy muſt ſuppoſe reſiſting ſome Obligation.  - 
(.) Suppoſe he be willing to believe on the Churches Authority, if that 
Church be made appear to him to be the Oue Catholick Church of Chriſt, but 
when he comes to examine this, he finds that he muſt exclude very great 
and conſiderable Parts of the Catholick Church, to reduce the Authority of 
the Catholick Church to that of the Roman Communion; how can it then be 
Heretical Obſtinacy not to ſuppoſe a Part to be the Nhole?s?s??s 
(8.) Suppoſe hie hath overcome this, yet if he ſnould miſtake about the 
Seat of Infallibility, is he not ſtill as liable to the Charge of Heretical Obti 
nacy, becauſe: the true Reaſon of it is, that ſuch a Perſon rejeAs that which 
God hath choſen as the proper means to propound matters of Faith to us: 
But if he ſhould be miſtaken in the true Proponent, he is in as much dan- 


ger of Heretical' Obſtizacy ſtill. As ſuppoſe a Man takes a General Coun- 


cil, as repreſenting the Catholic Church, to be the only true Proponent of 
Faith; and therefore rejects the Authority of the Pope in this matter, I de- 
fire to know, whether this be Heretical Obſtinacy, or not? If not, then re- 
jectipg the true Proponent, doth not make any liable to it: If it doth, then 
there is Heretical Obſtinacy in the Church of Rome, as well as out of it. And 


ſo much in Anſwer to the Repliers Charge of Hereſie on the Church of 


Reply p. 31. 


England. Vo 13,9041 TR W 5 
65 .) The next Charge relates to the Inſufficient Authority of the Church of 
England, and that on theſe Account? 
C..) In that it leaves every Man to judge for himſelf. 1 
(2.) Becauſe ſhe dares not uſe the true Arguments againſt Sects, for fear 
of their being turned upon her ſelf. 78 | 
3.) Becauſe ſhe denies an Appeal to an higher Judicature: __ 
(I.) It is urged in the Papers, That among w every Man thinks himſelf as 
competent a Judge of Scripture, as the very Apoſiles. 
It wasanſwerd, That every Man among us doth not pretend to an In- 
fallible Spirit, but all yield the Apoſtles had it. And by being a Judg of 
Scripture, if no more be meant, than that every Man muſt uſe his Under. 
ſtanding about it, that was no more than was neceſſary in order to the be- 
lieving the matters contained in it: But if by being a Judg of Scripture, 
was meant, giving ſuch a Judgment as obliges others to ſubmit to it, then 
it was denied, that every Man among us is allow'd to judg of it. But yet 
we own the Authority of the Guides of the Church, and a due Submiſſion 
to them ; but we do not allow them to be as competent Judges of Scrip- 
tures as the very Apoſtles. . 5 
This ſeems to me to be a full and clear Anſwer. 
But the Replier offers ſome things againſt it. . 
(r.) That I ſuppoſe Men cannot be deceived in underſtanding the Scriptures; 
and conſequently their Spirit i infallible. FEY 
I never ſaid, or thought, that they could not be deceived ; but I ſaid, they 
muſt uſe their Underſtandings, to prevent being deceived, and muſt judg 


af the ſenſe of what they are to believe in the Scriptures, in order to their 


own Salvation. _ _ SE 

But he faith, Whoſoever uſeth his Underſtanding in oppoſition to the Churches 
Tradition, makes himſelf a Judg indeed, but not to his own Salvation. * ; 
. p P : : 0 
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To make this matter clear, we muſt conſider, That Matters of Faith ne- 
ceſſary to Salvation, are of another nature from Matters of Controverfie con- 
cerning the Senſe of Scripture in doubtful places. 
As to the matters neceſſary to Salvation to particular Perſons, we aſſert the 
Scriptures to be ſo plain, and the Tradition of the Church as to the Creeds, 
ſo well known and atteſted, that no Man without groſs and culpable neg- 
lect, can miſtake about them; but in caſe of invincible or unaffected Igno- 
rance, their Errors ſhall not be laid to their charge, and ſo their Miſtakes 
ſhall not hinder their Salvation: And herein we aſſert no more than we can 
juſtifie, not only from Scripture, Reaſon, and Antiquity, but from the beſt 
of their own Writers, who aſſert, | 
1. That there are ſome Points of Faith neceſſary to be explicitely believed 
by all in order to Salvation; for altho' they ſay there may be ſuch invinci- 
ble Ignorance of them, as may excuſe from Sin in not believing them ; yet 
without believing them, they are not capable of Salvation. As to the pri- 
ma credibilia, as Aquinas calls them, he determines, That every Man is bound 2. 2 9. 5. 
to believe them explicitely, as much as he is bound to have Faith ; but as to 
other things, à preparation of mind i ſufficient to believe all contained in Scripe 
ture, and ſo much explicitely, as is made plain to him to be contained therein. 
From whence it follows, That by the Doctrine of the Schools, every Man is 
to judg what he is to believe; for his Words are, Quando hoc ei conſtiterit, 
when it is made clear to him ; and how can any thing be made clear to a 
Man, unleſs he be the Judg of it? | | 
2. That particular Perſons may certainly know what is ſufficient to their Loc. 2. c. 8. 
Salvation by the inward aſliſtance of Divine Grace, without depending on e w. 75 
the Churches Infallibility. This follows from what is mention'd before 27 Au rina 
concerning the Divine Gifts which accompany Grace. And fo much is ue in ſus | 
owned by Melchior Canus, as to what is neceſſary for every Man as to his ee. 


Tr 2 neceſſariam il= 
own State and Condition. So that the greateſt Divines of the Roman Church 7 fore gerſhe- 
do yield all we contend for, as to the Matters neceſlary to Salvation. prwng oo” 


The only Queſtion is about Matters of Controverfie raiſed in the Church n uf od va 
concerning the Seuſe of Scripture; and as to theſe they, yield theſe materi - Pei. 
al Points: | 
1. That an implicit Faith as to what is contained in Scripture, is ſufficient ; 
and that particular Perſons are bound to no more, till the Doctrine be made 
clear to them, which appears-from the words of Aquinas lately mentioned. 
2. That particular Perſons may disbelieve many things determined by 
the Church, without fin. This Sancta Clara proves from Vega and others: 
and he faith himſelf, Their Ignorance in ſuch caſes, is either Invincible, or at peu Natura 
leaſt ſuch as excuſes from fin. And he farther ſaith, if Gratia Probl. 
3. That it is the common Opinion of the Schools, and of their Divines, P. 9s. 
That Laymen erring with their Teachers, are excuſed from any fault, and as P. 91. 
long as it is out of obedience to their Teachers, it is rather a meritorious Act. 


Ler us now lay theſe things to the preſent Caſe, and all the Difficulty 
will ſoon diſappear. | 


As to the Matters of Salvation, they grant that God will not ſuffer thoſe 
to be deceived about them, who do fincerely ſeek after the knowledg of 
them. _ ON f | 

As to Matters of Controverſie, they are in no danger, if they truſt 
their Spiritual Guides. . 

And ] aſſerted that we owned the Authority of Guides in the Church, and 
a due ſubmiſſion to them. Y 

But the Replier is not ſatisfied with this, for he ſaith, - 

2. That 


8 — n * 


—— 


4 A Vindication of the Anſwer 
Os — — 


Reply, p. 32. 


Def. p. 51. 


pends upon it. 
(2.) That the Sectaries have as much reaſon to reject the Terms of Com- 


2. That no other Submiſſion is ſufficient, but ſuch as Men loſe Heaven with- 
out it, This is ſomewhat hard to underſtand: Doth he in earneſt think 
Men cannot go to Heaven without a blind Obedience to the Church? Is 
there no allowance to be made for Ignorance, Education, reaſonable Doubts > 
Is all other ſubmiſſion to Authority in the Church merely ad Pompan > 
But this Gentleman did not take time to conſider the Doctrine of their own 
Schools, about theſe matters, for I cannot imagine he could be ignorant of it. 

But the Defender ſeems to be wholly unacquainted with it, otherwiſe he 
could not talk ſo crudely and unskilfully as he doth, about Mens Judgment 
in matters that concern their Salvation, And he may now ſee how far their 
own Divines allow particular Perſons to be competent Judges about matters 
that relate to their own Salvation: And therefore I need give him no other 
Anſwer, till he hath better informed himſelf about theſe things : but we have 
been upon ſuch a Point as may in ſome meaſure excuſe him, but not thoſe 
who ought to underſtand their own Doctrine better. 

(2.) The next Argument to prove the Inſufficient Authority of the Church 
of England was, That ſhe dares not bring the true Arguments againſt the other 
Sets, for fear they ſhould be turned againſt themſelves, and confuted by their 
own Arguments, 3 8 | 

To this it was anſwered, that the Church of England did wiſely diſown 
the pretence of Infallibility, and made uſe of the beſt Arguments againſt 
Sectaries from a juſt Authority, and the Sinfulneſs and Folly of the Secta- 
ries refuſing to ſubmit to it. En, | 

Totake off the force of this Anſwer, two diflerent Ways are taken. 

(I.) The Replier faith, The Argument ws as forcible without Infallibility as 
with it. | . ; | 

(2.) The Defender faith, Authority ſignifies nothing in this Caſe without 
Infallibility. - 1 | 

ſhall conſider them them both, tho' both cannot ſtand together. 

(I.) The Replier goes upon this Ground; That the Charch of England 
can never juſtly charge Sectaries with Diſobedience to Her, becauſe they may as 
well caſt it in her Teeth, that ſhe diſobeyed her Mother Church, whether ſhe were 
Infallible or not. | 

But the Force of this depends upon a double Miſtake. 

(I.) That the Church of Rome hath as much Authority over our Church, 
as the Rulers of it have over the Members. Which ought not to have 
been ſuppoſed, but ſubſtantially proved, ſince the Weight of the Cauſe de- 
But I ſee nothing like a Proof produced. 


munion required by our Church, as our Church had to reject thoſe of the 


Church of Rome. But this is as far from being proved as the other. 

(II.) The Defender deſires to be inſtructed, how ſuch an Authority can be ina 
Church without Infallibility 2 J hope he believes there may be Authority with- 
out Infallibility; or elſe how ſhall Fathers govern their Children? But not 
in the Church. Why ſo? Have not Biſhops, out of Councils, Authority to 
rule their Dioceſes? Have they not a Provinczal Synods Authority to make 
Canons, tho they be not Infallible? What then is the meaning of this? He 
tells us ſoon after; Zo ſay a Church is Fallible, is to ſay ſhe may be decerved. 


There is no doubt of that. And if ſhe may be deceived her ſelf, they may be 


deceived who follow her. And if a Church pretends to be Infallible, which 
is not, ſhe certainly deceives thoſe that follow. her, and that without Reme- 
dy. But all this ſort of Reaſoning, proceeds upon a falſe Suggeſtion, viz. 
That our Faith muſt be grounded on the Church's Authority as the formal 


Reaſon 
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Reaſon of it. Which he knows, is utterly denied by' us; and 


5 ought to 

have been proved. We declare, the grouuil of our Faith is the Word of God J 
not interpreted by Fancy, but by the Conſent-6f th&whote Chriftiar Churefi 
from the Apoſtles Times. This is our Bottom; or if you will, % Rick on 
which our Church is built. This is far more firm and: durable, than à pr 
tence to-Infallibility which is like a deſperate Remedy, which Men never 
run: to, but when they ſee nothing elſe will help them. Had the Churehof 


Rome been able to defend her Innovations by Rehſon or Antiquity, ſhe had 


never thought of Infallibility. It is a much better expedient to keep Men 
in Error than to keep them from it; and tends more to fave the Authority 
of ſinking Church, than the Souls of Men. I 0G 
But he will not let the Church's Infallibility go thus; For he pretends ito 
prove, That if we take that away, we make Chriſtianity the moſt anreaſonable = 
Thing in Nature; nay, abſolutely impoſſible." Wat! whether God hath pro.: 
miſed to make the Church lafllible or not l we underſtand thoſe who offer 
to prove the Church Infallible by Scripture ; but theſe Scitutiffeal Men def. 
iſe-fach- beaten Roads; and when they offer to demonſtrate; fall ſhort of tie | 
others Probabilities. As will appear by examining his Argument : Faith re- Page 52. 
guires as aſſent to a. thing as abſolutely true; but a fallible Authority cannot ob. 
lige me to a thing as abſolutely trus; and theneſore this would by un Effect wich 
ont i Cauſe; a domun right Impoſſibility.; a Har Contracictin: Iwill march 
his Argument with another; Faith is not an Aſſent to a thing as abſolutely: 
true, upon leſs than a Divine Teſtimony; but the Church's Teſtimony is 
not Divine; and therefore to believe upon the Church's Teſtimony, is an Ef- 
fe without a Cauſe; a down · right Impoſſibility; à flat Contradiction. 
Let him ſet one of theſe againſt the other, and ſee who makes Faith un- 
reaſonable or impoſſible. But I will clear this Matter in few'words: I grant 
that Faith is an Aſſent to a thing as abſolutely true; and that what is abſo-" 
lutely true, is impoſſible to be falſe : I grant, that a meer fallible Authority 
is not ſufficient to produce an AR of Faith. But here I diſtinguiſn the Infal⸗ 
lible Authority. of God revealing (into which my Faith is reſolved; as into 
the formal Reaſon of it) from the Authority of the Church conveying that 
Revelation, which is only the Means by which this Revelation comes to btte 
known to us: às when-a Man ſwears by the Bible, there is :a-difference! | 
between the Contents of that Book by which he ſwears} and the Officers 
putting the Book into his Hands — 
<3.) The Church of Ergland is blamed, for allowing uo. Liberty of Ap. 
peals to a higher Judicature. CCC 05 20 eee 
The Queſtion is, Whether this makes her no true Church; or not £6 
have any juſt Authority over her own Members 
The Replier-{aith, She | makes ber ſelf the laſt Tribunal , Spiritaal Do. Repl. p. 33. 
eee e een ne d 162/90 0 
know not where ſhe hath done ſo, ſince we own the Authority of Free 
and truly General Councils, as the Supreme Tribunal of the Chureh upon 
Earth; And accordingly receive the four firſt; which even 8. Gregory? the 
Great diſtinguiſhed from thoſe that followed, as to their Authority and Ve-“ 
neration.” - - UH IHE RAIN pon WEST CoOmTIAUSRT RYNS YIRQD 
The Defender had a good mind to cat off the Church of England from be- Def p. 54. 
ing a\Cburch, becauſe ſhe hath renounced Gommunion with the Ohureh of 
Rome ;. but his heart failed him: And hope he will think better of it, when? 
he:ſees Cauſe to prove a little. more effectually, that the Church of Rome in 
its largeſt extent is the Catholick Church. gg 
He argues, That there muſt be ſuch an Authority in a Church, which mayPag. 55. 
079% \ Hhhhh give 
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give a final Sentence concluſive to the Parties, as the Judges do Temporal Dif- 
ferences. But is it neceſlary for all Churches to have ſuch a Power ? Then 
there muſt be as many Supreme Courts as there are Churches. If not, we 
deſire to know where the Supreme Court is, and who appointed it? And 
where Chriſt hath ever promiſed to his Church a Power to end Controver- 
ſies when they ariſe, as effectually as Judges do Temporal Differences? For 
the freeſt and moſt General Councils yet aſſembled, have not been ſo ha 
py ; and thoſe we look on as the moſt Venerable Authority to decide Difle- 
rences in the Church. of Ty | 

But ſtill our Church wants ſufficient Authority, in his Opinion. Doth it 
want Authority to govern its own Members? To Reform Abuſes in a divi- 
ded State of the Catholick Church? To caſt off an uſurped Power, as it 
was judged by the Clergy in Conyocation, who yet concurred in other 
things with the Church of Rowe 2 I pray what Authority had the Gallican 
Church ſo lately to declare againſt the Pope's Infallibility, and to reduce him 
in that reſpect to the Caſe of an ordinary Biſhop? If Abſolute Obedience 
be due to him as Head of the Church, what Authority have the Tempor al 
Princes in other Countries, ſometimes to forbid, ſometimes to reſtrain and 
limit the Pope's Bulls. This at leaſt ſhews, that there may be juſt Authori- 
ty to examine and reſtrain the Pope's Power. And I ſee no reaſon, why. the 
ſeveral Churches of Chriſtendom may not act as well againſt the Pretenee of 
the Pope's Authority, as the Galican Church hath done againſt his »faibi- 
lity ; eſpecially, ſince this Gentleman hath told us, that Authority withaut 
Infallibility, fignifies nothing. And thoſe who think they may examine and 
reject his Dictates, may do the ſame by his Authority, the one being as lia- 
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ble as the other. | 


It was ſaid in the Papers, That no Country can ſubſiſt in Quiet, where there 
is not a Supreme Judg, from whom there can be no Appeal. : TY 
The Anſwer was, That the natural Conſequence was then, that every 
National Church ought to have the Supreme Power within it ſelf. But how 
comes Appeals to a Foreign Juriſdiction to tend to the Peace and Quiet of a 


Church: 


The Defender ſaith; That a National to the whole Church, is but as a Shire 
to a Kingdom; and a very natural and conſiſtent Conſequence it is, that every 
Shire ſhould bave a King. : | Ts 

One would think by ſuch an Anſwer, this Defender is a mighty Stranger 
to the ancient 1 of the Church. Did he never hear of the Power of 
Metropolitans being ſetled by the Council of Nice for governing the Churches, 
and calling Provincial Synods? Did he never hear of many other Canons, re- 
lating to the Power and Frequency of Provincial Synods 2 Did he never hear 


of the Decrees of the Council of Epheſus, forbidding all Incroachmeats on 


the ancient Rights of Churches > Did he never hear that Provincial Councils 
have declared Matters of Faith, without ſo much as adviſing with the Bi- 
ſhop of Bome ? As the African Councils did in the Pelagian Controverſy; and 


the Councils of Toledo, in the Caſe of Arianiſm; which - reformed: the 


Spaniſh Churches, and made Canons by their own Authority; which: were 
confirmed by their Kings, Reccaredus and Siſenandus > Did he never hear 


that it was good Doctrine among Catholick. Divines, That zparticular 


Churches might take upon them to declare the true Catholick Faith? Andif ſo, 
they muſt judg what is ſo. Did he never hear, that in a divided State of 
the Church, Errors and Abuſes may be reformed by particular Churches? And 
that this was owned and defended by great Men in the Church of Rome 2 If 
he did not, he was very much unprovided for the handling ſuch a . 
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4 verſy; if he did know theſe things, he ought not to have ſpoken with ſo 
much contempt of the Power of Particular or National Churches. 


| And to aſſert their Authority, is very far from being like /erting up a 
d King in every Shire; for this were the higheſt Diſloyalty to the King, who 
5 hath a juſt and unqueſtionable Authority over all the Shires. Let him prove 
* that the Pope hath ſuch a Monarchy over all particular Churches, before he 
| make ſuch a Parallel again. But the way he takes is rather like making the 
4 Imperial Crown of this Realm to be in ſubjection to a Foreign Power, be- 
cauſe the Roman Emperars once had Dominion here, and therefore this 
it Kingdom could never recover its own Rights. 
* hut he faith, 4 Foreign Juriſdiction 1 hardly ſenſe with reſped to the Pag. 57. 
ie Church, for Foris ij out, and unleſs the ultimate Juriſdiction be out of the 


Church, it cannot be ſaid to be foreign. This is a ſhameful begging of the 
* Queſtion, that what they call the Roman Catholick Church, is the Catholick 
" Church; for if it be not (which I hope I have ſufficiently ſhewn ) then the 
my pretended and uſurped Juriſdiction of the Roman Church over the Church 
7 of England, is a Foreign Juriſdiction. 
d 

1 


Ne adds, That it h impoſſible to re- ſettle the Church among us, | without that Pag. 58. 
which we call Foreign Juriſdiction; becauſe Diſſentions in matters of Religion 
cannot otherwiſe be removed. 
But ſuppoſe this Foreign Juriſdiction be the occaſion of theſe Diſſentions? 
ſome maintaining it, others aſſerting the Rights of our Church againſt it ; 
Is not this Foreign Juriſdiction like to put an end to it? Yes certainly. For, 
if all Parties ſubmit, there will be no longer diſputing. But our Queſtion, 
as yet, is, whether this be reaſonable or not ? 
9 complained of the Inconvenience of Appeals to a Foreign Juriſdiction, 
He gives us a ſmart Anſwer, and faith, That bolds no Compariſon with the In- Pag. 59. 
convenience of Hereſy, As tho it were ſo plain a thing that we are guilty of 
Hereſy, that it neck no manner of Proof. Alas! what need a Man prove 
that it is day when the Sun ſhines? We are juſt as much guilty of Hereſy, 
as the good Bilhop was, who, for aſſerting the Antipodes, was condemned 
by Pope Zachary, Butit isa comfortable thing in a Charge of Hare to 
find it no better proved. 
He ſaith, I miſtook the matter of Appeals, and that it was not e Pag. 59. 
with reſpet ro Cauſes, but to matters of Doctrine and Worſhip. 15 
An Appeal muſt relate to a Sapertour Authority; and a conſtant Appeal to 
a Nanding Authority; and whatever the pretence be, the Court of Rome will 
challenge Supreme Juriſdiction, where-ever the Pope i is owned as Head of the 
Church: And then all thoſe Conſequences will follow | mentioned before. 
If other kind of Appeals were meant in the Papers, yet they muſt relate to 
an Authority ſu wperiour to our Church ; which we could wiſh had been more 
fully, expreſſed, that we might have known, to whom the Appeal was to be 
5 made ; whether to a free General Council, Which we never diſow ned; or to 
| L the Popes Authority, which we yet ſee no cauſe to make our Appeals ro, . 
5 pecially as to what concerns his own Juriſdiction. 
He pleads, That Supreme Power muſt be Judg in its own Cauſe 5 no „ 2 
thority ought to be ſet up againſt the King, ſuppoſing a Aveſion be Narted about 
his Prerogative. 
lanſwer; This is a Caſe extreamly different: for in matters of Preroga- 
q tive, the King's Supream Power is not the Queſtion ; for his Right to the 
5 Imperial Crown's, and ought to be out of diſpute; but all the Queſtion that 
can be ſtarted, muſt relate only to the Exerciſe of his Power, in ſome par- 
ticular Caſes, where former Laws an rw King's Cons, are longs: 
1 
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pag. 63. 


ſed to limit it; which the Courts of Judicature take Cognizance of, and ſo 
are a kind of Legal Arbitrators between the King and his People. 7 

But in the Caſe before us, the Juriſdiction it ſelf, and the Right to exer- 
eiſe any ſuch Authority, is the very thing in Queſtion. And ] deſire this 
Gentleman to reſolve me, whether in the late times of Uſurpation this had 


been good Doctrine, that thoſe who enjoy, or pretend to Supream Power, 


are to be Judges in their own Caſe? If fo, then it had been impoſſible for 
Men to have juſtified their Loyalty to the Royal Family, then very unjuſtly 


put out of Poſſeſſion. If not, then there may be a pretence to Supream 


Authority, where it is by no means allowable for the Pretender to judg in 
his own Cauſe. | 

As to his Appeal to the Catholick Church; we by no meansreje it, provi- 
ded he mean the Church truly Catholick, as it comprehends the Apoſtoli- 
cal Church in the firſt place; and then all other Chriſtian Churches, which 
from the Apoſtles times have delivered down the Catholick Doctrine and 
Worſhip, which they reccived from them. But if he means that which is 


called a Catholick Church, but is neither Catholick nor Apoſtolical ; we beg 


Pag. 64, 65. 


Pag. 65. 


Kepl. Pp. 34. 


his pardon, if we allow no Appeal to it, ſince its Errors and Corruptions are 
the great and juſt Cauſe of our Complaints. 

He runs into a long Diſcourſe about Church Security, and his deſign is to 
ſhew there can be nout without Infallibility. 


Infallibility is no doubt a very good thing, but where is it to be had? Is ĩt 


merical Infallipilie r. | 

It is alledged' ſtill, That without Infallibility, we have not Judgment but 
A n FCC Ss = So OT 8 

And the Replier ſaith, That in Competition with the Churches Authority all 
C CC§§ ee EE oa ro. 
Ihe difference of theſe muſt depend upon the Reaſon we produce; and 
by that we are ſtil content zhe world ſhould judg, ſo we underſtand thoſe, who 
J / /// ia 
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Church of England vary, they are ready, or (as the Defender ſaith it ought to 


be read) really to embrace or joyn with the next Congregation of People, whoſe 
Diſcipline or Worſhip agrees with their Opinion at that time, 

I will take his own Reading, which in my Opinion alters the matter very 
little; for ſtill it imphes, that thoſe of the Church of England have nothing to 
hold them to it, but a preſent Fancy, and when that varies, they may as well 
be of another Perſwaſion; for Fancy, we all know, is a very mutable thing. 

But, to ſhew that thoſe of the Church of Exgland are not fo apt to vary 
their Fancies or Opinions in theſe matters, I alledged their adhering to the 
Crown in the times of Rebellion. | 

He anſwers, That my Zeal for the Church of England is wondrous unlucky. I 


am ſorry if it prove ſo, ſince I unfeignedly deſign to ſerve her, and there- Pag. 66. 


fore ſhould be much more concerned, if I ſhould do her Injury under a pre- 


tence of Service. But wherein is it? He confeſſes, The Doctrine of our Church 
i in this Point very Orthodox, and her Practice in the times of Rebellion confor- 
mable to it. And what was the Practice of the Church then, but the firmneſs 
of the Members of it 2 But many, he faith, deſerted her and her Doctrine in 


this Point at that time, ſo many that the Rebellion was peradventure indebted for 


its ſucceſs to thoſe Deſerters. But they were Deſerters (till ; and the Pra- 
ctice of the Church of Eng/and was agreeable to her Doctrine, by his own 
Confeſſion. How then comes this to ſhew, that it is only a variable Fancy 


which keeps Men to it? He faith, If thoſe who deſerted her, had ever adhered 


zo her with a Perſwaſion, that they were obliged to believe what fhe taught, they 
could not have deſerted her in this Point, who always taught Loyalty; and till 
they do ſo, there is no ſecurity of adhering to her. | 

This ſeems to me to be a wondrous unlucky Anſwer. For doth Tufallibility 
ſecure a Church againſt Deſerters2 Have no Men, no Provinces, no whole 
Nations deſerted a Church which pretends to Infallibility > And ſince there 
may be ſuch Multitudes of Deſerters, where Infallibility is challenged, what 


greater Security can that give againſt them, more than our Church doth 2 


Nay, I think ſo much the leſs, becauſe the very pretence to Infallibility is 


ſuſpicious and hard to be made ont, and every Error overthrows it. Andi 


do not think the Church of Rome did her ſelf greater Miſchief, or made more 
total Deſerters by any one thing, than by pretending to be Infallible. For, 
when ſuch groſs Errors and Corruptions were complained of that one of the 
Popes at that time confeſſed them, and owned the neceſſity of a Reforma- 
tion, when the Princes of tlie Roman Communion called for it, and preſſed it 
very hard by their Ambaſſadors in the Council of Trent (as appears by the 
French Collection of Memoires relating to it) when after all, no one thing, 


as to the Doctrine of Worſhip, could be redreſſed, it convinced the World, 


that let things be as they would, they would Reform nothing; this made 
the Breach irreconcileable. For, till the Council of Trent was ended and 
confirmed, there was ſtill hopes of Reconciliation, upon a due Explication 
of ſome Points, Reforming Abuſes, and leaving School-Doctrines at liber- 
ty; but when they ſaw every thing defended, and the Errors complained of, 
made Articles of Faith, and put into a New Creed, there was no hopes of 
any Accommodation left. And all this was the bleſſed Effect of pretend- 
ing to Iufallibility; for if one Error had been owned, there had been no 
farther pretending to that. E | 


x 


t is ſome comfort however, that our Church is confeſſed to teach the Or- 


thodox doctrine of Loyalty, and her Practice to be conformable in the worſt of 


Times; and ſo hope it will always be. But it hath been faid by ſome Body, 


That we had our Government and Ceremonies from his Church, our Doctrine from 
i | Luther 
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Luther and Calvin ; and that we had nothing peculiar to our Church, but our Do- 
ctrine of Non-Refiſtance ; and much good may it do us. And we hope we ſhall 
never fare the worſe for it. This might give occaſion to enquire, Whether 


the Church which pretends to be Infallible, doth teach it ſo Ortbodoxly or 


not? Or whether thoſe who do think themſelves obliged to believe what 


ſhe reaches, are thereby obliged to the ſtricteſt Principles of Loyalty? But 
I forbear. It is ſufficient to my Purpoſe to ſhew, that our Church doth not 


only teach them, as her own DoQtrine ; but which is far more effectual, as 
the Doctrine of Chriſt and his Apoſtles, and of the Primitive Church; 
which I think ought to have more force on the Conſciences of Men, than 
the pretence to Infallibility in any Church in the World. | 
But all this while it is ſaid, There no firm Motive produced for adhering to 


the Doctrine of our Church. And this is repeated over and over: As though 


there could be any greater Motive in the World, than that our Doctrine is 
no other than that of Chriſt and his Apoſtles. And unleſs you prove this as 
to the Doctrine of the Church of Rome, all your other Motives ſignify no- 
thing to the real ſatisfac ion of any Man's Conſcience. For it is agreed on 
all hands, that our Religion is a revealed Religion; and that this Revelati- 
on was made by Chriſt and his Apoſtles : and that this Revelation, as to 
Matters neceſſary to Salvation, is contained in the Books of the New Teſta- 
ment. What ſatisfaction then can it be to any Man's Conſcience, to be 
told, ſuch a Church tells me this and that, and the other Point were the Do- 
ctrine of Chriſt and his Apoſtles? As will appear by this ſhort Repreſentati- 
on. You pretend to no new. Revelations of Matter of Doctrine? No. You 
have the Books of this Revelation? Ie. Are they not legible? Tes. But 
you cannot underſtand them, L. et me try; It is for God's fake I muſt believe, 


and therefore I cannot be ſatisfied till I fee his Word. What / will you not 


believe the Church which delivers you the Word? I pray excuſe me. A Man 
brings me a Letter from my Father, about matter of great Conſequence to 
me; he tells me, I need not look into the Letter it ſelf, for he was authori- 
zed by my Father to tell me his Meaning: Altho' | believe he dealt faith- 


fully in bringing me the true Letter; Do you think Iwill truſt him for the 


Meaning of it? No; I will open it, if it be only to ſee, whether he had ſuch 
Authority from him or not. And I know, if my Father was pleaſed to write 


to me about Matters of ſuch Importance, he would write in ſuch a manner 


that I might underſtand him; and if any Difficulties ariſe in Point of Law, 
I will take the Advice of thoſe who are moſt fit and able to direct me. But 
after all, I muſt know what my Father would have me to do from his own 
Words, and not from the Mouth of the Meſſenger. Or if he tells me he 
hath Authority to deliver other things by Word of Mouth, not contained in 
the Letter, which I am equally bound to believe with what I can find in it; 
can any one think I will believe him, unleſs it appears by the Letter it ſelf 
that my Father gave him ſuch Authority 2 Let him tell me never ſo much, 


bow long he hath been my Father's Servant, and how faithful he hath been 


to him, and how much he hath done and ſuffered for him, and what a num- 
ber of Certificates he can produce, from time to time, of his good Behavi- 


our; yet all this can give me no Satisfaction, as long as the Letter he brings 
is confeſſed to be my Father's own Hand- writing; and that it was purpoſe- 
ly ſent to direct me what I wasto do in a Matter that he knew to be of the 


greateſt Concernment in the World to me. Can I imagine one ſo wiſe and 


careſul, ſhould omit ſetting down in his own Letter ſuch important Things, 
and leave them to the diſcretion of one that may either miſtake his Mean- 
ing, or have ſome Intereſt to carry on different from mine? And therefore 

all 
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all che fair Pretences or Motives in the World, ſhall never make me believe 
any thing to be his Mind for me to do, in a M. 

fare, but what I find under his own Hana. | | 
Ik is to very little purpoſe to quote S. Augeſtin's Motives about the Church, Pag. 67 


atter which relates to my Wel- 


unleſs. it be made appear that they belong only to the Church of Rome; and 
that they prove the Church I»fa#b/e in all ſhe teaches. Our F aith depends 
on the Word of God, as it is contained in Scripture? this Scriprure is con- 


veyed down by the Church; but the Church ſtill is but the Meſſenger 
which brings the Letter, by which we are directed what to believe and pra- 


ave in order to Filyation, g,, mm nun of e oh ng! | 
We do by no means think the Word of God is made by writing, as he ſup- Pag. 69. 
geſts; but we are ſure it is the Word of God which is written, which we 
can neyer be of any Tradition. We do not look out for a fallible Jady, to be ne 
Jure to have an end of our Differences: But we hate to be impoſed on, by = 
pfetence to an Infallible Judg, who inſtead of ending Dierencs make 
more. We do not think it Judgment to affirm, that giving Honour to God, us 
not giving Honour eo God: But we have not ſuch deep Underſtandings to 
comprehend how God ſhould be honoured by the breaking his Command- 


ments. : | 1 | N Aw te B 9 
It is not Judgment in our Opinion to think, That becauſe only one could re- 
deem us, no Body befides can pray for us : But it is no great Wiſdom and Judg- 
ment, if God hath appointed but one Advocate in Heaven, for us to ap- 
arg him more; or to make our Addreſſes to our Fellow-Creatures in Hea- 
ven, when he hath commanded. us to do it to his Son. We do not believe 
that the Body and Blood of Chriſt can now be ſeparated, or he die again: But 
when Chriſt inſtituted a Sacrament to ſet forth the ſhedding of his Blood, 
that it is meer Fancy to think his Blood being in his Body, Ih anſwer the 
Ends of it. The Apoſtles no doubt underſtood Chriſt's meaning in what he 


ſaid, and have ſo well inſtructed his Church therein, that we have no rea- 


ſon to believe he meant the ſulſtautial Change of hu Body, in the Inſtitution 
of a; Sacrament. Now on which fide Judgment and Reaſon lies, theſe very 
Inſtances diſcover. And we deſire no greater Liberty in theſe Matters, than 
to have our Judgments ſway'd by the ſtrongeſt Reaſon; and that I hope is 
not Building on Sand, _ i fe ol e e 
The Replier faith ; 7he Iafallible Church is as viſible as the Sun; We are 
then wondrous unlucky indeed that cannot ſee it: I have often rubbed my Eyes, 
and looked over and over, where they tell me it is to be ſeen, and I can yet 
ſee nothing like it; although I ſhould be as glad to ſee it as another. I have 
heard of a blind Man, who pretended to have ſuch a ſagacity with his Fin- 
gers, that he could feel Colours; and he proceeded ſo far in it, that ſome 


Pag. 70. 


Pertuoſo's believed him, and were ready to form a Theory of Colours from 


the ſubtilty of the blind Man's Fingers; but before they had accompliſh d it, 


the Trick was diſcovered. An Infallible Judg of all Controverſies looks to 


me juſt like it; He is to determine Controverſies, not by ſeeing, but by a 
kind of feeling. If he produces Reaſon, we may judg as well as he; if he 
doth not, he muſt. feel them out; which is ſo different a way from the pro- 
ceeding of the reſt of Mankind, that for my part, I muſt be tontent ra- 
ther to he in the darkneſs of common Reaſon, than be directed by the 
Lighit of this inviſible Sunſbine. F ndters DINERS 5.104 
The Defender here comes in with his Diſb and his Stand; which are Me- pag. 71. 
taphors ſome what too mean for ſuch a Subject, and are apt to turn one's 
Stomach more than Repetition. The Queſtion is, Whether thoſe who al- 
low the uſe of our Judgments in the choice of a Church, have mon - 
: n 


Repl. p. 36. 
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find fault wich! it in other things; ; becauſe the Difficulties Do an el 

Church, are as great as about any other Point in Religion?? (he 
The Replier again faith ; The Church is a'Noon- diy Eigbt. Then; what 

Cimmerians are we? Tully queſtioned, Whether - ſome'God;-or Nature, 51 the 


Situation of the Place, bindred a whole Nation that they could never ſee' the Sun:? 


But our Modern Geographers put an end to this Diſpute, telling us, _ 
are no People in the World who cannot ſee, the Sun at ſome time o 

And ue are apt to think. if there were ſuch a Sun-ſhineof the * 
fallibility, we ſhould be able to diſcern it, unleſs the Light of it may be 


thought to dazle our Eyes; for, we are as willing to fin it as they; bur 


the Difficulcies'about it are ſuch s as we cannot conquer. And there need no 
7 eleſcopes to find out the Sun.” DALES 0 


But 'the Defender Will nor Jie that hers "are any fach Difttulies 1 


| the Churches Tafallibility ; for e hath but one thing. to mind, aud that 10 Diffi- 


culiy neither; where, or which the Church is. hope when he bath conſider- 


ed the former Diſcourſes,” He will not think it ſo eaſy à matter to inch out 
the Church he talketh of, viz. One Infallible Catholick Churchi- +++ © 


Bir the Dificulties about Scripture ae greater; as about the Coll "Franfta: 


flow, and Senſe of it. 5 28 45 

The Queſtion proceeds upon a Perſon who in eatneſt deſires to ſatisfy 
himſelf: in this Matter; Whether in order to his Salvation, he muſt fotlow 
the Directions of Scripture; or the Church: And I doubt not to make it 


appear, that the Difficulties are greater about the Church than the Scripture. 


That which deceives Perfons'is, that they rather conſider the Difficulties af- 
ter the Choice, than before. Ii is very true, thofe- who truſt the Church, 
have no more to do aſterward, but to believe and do as the directs; for they 
are to examine no farther, whether i ie be true or falſe} right or wrong; Ver. 
tue or Vice, which-1s commanded; the Church is to be obey'd: But theſe 
who follow the Scripture, muſt not only read, and weigh, and conſider it 
well; but when Doubts ariſe, muſt make freſh Applications ro their Rule; 
and uſe the beſt Means for underſtand; ing it, by Prayer, Meditatibn, andthe 
Aſſiſtance of Spiritual Guides. And this is far more agreeable to the Defign 
of the Chriſtian Religion, as it was taught by Chriſt and his Apoſtles.” 

But the Difficulties of the Choice are now to be conſider d; and let Us 
conſider whar thoſe are about the Church, and chen @gitipare them with 
thoſe about the Scripture. 855 

If chooſe a Church for my Infallible Guide i in the Way to Tien, to 
which the Promiſes of Chrilt- do belong, then there are: theſe Difficulties, 
which I think impoſſible for my mind to get over. ett 

(i.) I muſt exclude all other Churches in the Chriſtian World ea an 
ſhare in theſe Promiſes.” And either I muſt condemn them without berg 
them, or examining the Grounds: of their Excluſion, or I muſt be ſatisfied 


with the Reaſon of it; which ] cannot be, till lam certain that Church hath” 


Jolly ſhut out all other Churches, and challenged the Promiſes to her ſelf 
alone 7 | 2 2% 30 U. 


(20 1 muſtbe ſatisfied chat Chriſt did intend one inch Ville Church 
to be my Director in the Way to Heaven. ' And ſor this purpoſe, J me 


examine all the plates of Scripture produced to that end, and be Jug 


the clearneſs and evidence of them, i. e. I muſt conquer the 'Difficuſti * 
bout the Scripture, as to Canon, Tranſlation, and Senſe; before Fean be 
ſatisfied that Jam to make choice of a Church. Th ger 
68.) There is yet a harder Point to get over; Schp die a Church muſt be 

choſen: why the Church of Rome rather than any other? wu? is there in 
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the Promiſes of Chriſt, which direct me to chuſe that Church and no ocher? 
Suppoſe I were born in Greece, and there I'was told, I muſt chuſe a 'Church 
for my Guide tq Heaven. If it muſt beſo;1 will chuſe our own Greek Church; 
No, it muſt be the Church of Rome. What Reaſon or Colour is there for it:? 15 
it ſaid ſo in Scripture? No, not expreſiy. But what Conſequence from Serip- 
ture will make me do it? 7 here are Promiſes made to the Church. What then? 
Were not our Churches planted by the Apoltles : > Have not we had a con- 
ſtant Succeſſion of Biſhops in them? Have we not four Patriarchs in our 
Communion, and you but one? For what imaginable Reaſon then ſhould 
you exclude our Churches from any ſhare in the Promiſes of Chriſt? | 
But now as to the Scripture, we are to conſider; 

1. That no more is neceſſary as to particular Perſons, than knowing, the: 

things neceſſary to their Salvation; which are eaſy to be known, and are 


. clearly revealed in Scripture, if S. Cbryſe oftom and S. Auguſtine may be believed. 


2. That what Difficultics are objected about the Scripture, muſt be all of 
them reſolved by him that believes the Church, (as is already obſerved) 
but the Difficulties about the Churchs melde, do not concern him 
that relies on Scripture. * „1 20511 

z. That the general Conſent 1 the Chriſtian Church, is wok, far vote 
Advantage for the ſatisfaction of a Man's Mind, than the Authority of any 
one Church, as abe the Integrity of the Copied, and the: Cam: 0b! 
Scripture. IT 

4. As to Tranſlations, the UAlearned 3 in all Churches md traſt to thoſe: 


that are Learned for the particular examination of them; but in general, 20 


private Perſon may be ſatisfied by theſe Conſiderations.” 970 N vieh 1 
(..) That Men will not go about rodeceive others in à Matreeherein o ) 
many are concerned; and in which it is ſo eaſy to diſcover any:wilful Fraud. 
(2.) That ſince the Diviſions of Chriſtendom, there are Parties ll at 
watch to diſcover the Faults committed by each aber in 2 Work of ſo pub- 
lick a Nature. 10 # dont 15 
(3.0) That where a Tranſlation hath been-review 0 with great care, alter 
ſeveral Attempts, there is ſtill greater Security as to the goodneſs of it. And 
this is the Caſe of the preſent Tranſlation of our Church, which was with 
wonderful care review d and compared with the Original. Languages, by the 
particular Direction of K. James I. and therefore deſerves to be eſteemed a- 
bove ſuch a Tranſlation, which was never made out of the Original (as to 
the Old Teſtament) nor ever review'd and corrected by it. Which is the? 
Caſe of the Vulgar Latin, and of ſuch Tranſlations which are made from it. mY 
have ſaid, that the Scripture; may be a . without the Church, but 
the Church cannot without the Scriptures. n e T4 OLD þ 
The Replier, like a fair Adverſary, mentions that which looks like an Ob- 


jection, viz, That there was a Church before the Scriptures ere written; and Reply p. 37- 


ſome Ages were paſſed before the Canon of Scripture Was: made and owned. by the: c 
Church. . bo; 29 
Io vhich ! Anſwer ; That when I. faid he Church A be a Rule 
without the Scripture, it was upon the ſuppoſition, that tie Canon of Scrip- 
ture had been long ſince owned by the Church, and that the n derives 
its Infallibility from the Promiſes contained in the Scrip ture. 


But the Defender goes another way to work ; for, ſaith he, The Seriotares, Def. p. 27. 


1 ſay, may be a Rule without the Church ; that i, without Faithful; for a Con- 


gregat ion of them is a Church. What! in the Senſe now before us, as it is 


taken for a Guide! Is every Congregation of the Faithful a Church in this 


Senſe 2 Then, well fare the Independents. And this, me-thinks, makes 


Infallibility ſink very low. | e do 
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1 do not ſay, There conld be no Church before dpi nor that they had 
then no Rule of Faith; nor that the Church depends on writing ; theſe are but 
mean ObjeMons ; but! ſtill ſay, That where a Church challenges her Au- 
thority by the Scripture, it can ſignify nothing without it. Which is ſo 
plain, that I need not multiply words about it. 

to to his Church-Security, we have conſidered it enovgh already ; but 1 it 
wolld make one miſtruſt a Security which is ſo often offered. 

I faid, that ſuppoſe Infallibility be found in Scripture, there is yet a har- 
der Point to get over, viz. how the Promiſes relating to the Church in ge- 
neral, came to be appropriated to the Church of Rowe. 

From hence he infers, That I have at laſt found the Promiſes of Infallibility 


to the Church there. Is not this a rare Conſequence 2 Suppoſe 1 ſhould ſay, 


Pag. 54. 


Pag. 75. 


I know a Book of Controverſy in the World, that hath very lirtle'of true 
Reaſoning in it ; bur if it were to be found there, it doth not reach to the 
Point in hand. Doth this imply that1 affirmed in the latter part, what I de- 
nied before? Is this finding out true Reaſoning ix the latter Period, which 
was not to be found in the former? There may be true Reaſoning, when it 18 
not to the purpoſe. So there might be Infallibility, and yet the Church of 
Rome not concerned in it. Suppoſe the Church of Jeruſalem, as the Mother 


Church, might be Infallible by the Promiſes of Scripture ; what would this 


be to the Church of Nome? But I never ſaid, or thapght, that there were 
any Promiſes of Infallibility made to any Chyrch | in Scripture : Promiſes of 
Divine Aſſiſtance and Indefectibility, 1 grant, are made to the Church in ge- 
neral : but theſe are quite of another Nature from Promiſes of Intallibility, 
in delivering Matters of Faith in all Ages. Vet if this were granted, tue 
Church of Rome, as it takes in all her Communion, hath no more reaſon to 


challenge it to her ſelf, than Europe hath to be called the Face of the whole 


Earth. | 

As to his Sandy Foundation, I tell him in ſhort, He that builds his Faith 
on the Word of God, builds on a Rock; and all other things will be found 
but Sandy Foundations. 

(4.) The next thing laid to our Charge i is, That we draw our Arguments 
from Implications, and far-fetch'd IO at the ſame time that we 
deny plain and el tive wor ds. 

In Anſwer to this; (I.) It was ſhew'd, that in many of the Points in 
Difference, we have expreſs words of Scripture for us. As, againſt the 
Worſhip of Images, and giving Divine Worſhip to any but God: and for giv- 
ing the Euchariſt in both kinds, and praying in a Language we underſtand. 

The Defender would have me produce the very Words, to ſhew that the 
Scripture ſaith No, to what their Church faith I, or contrariwiſe. 

He tatked much before, that we give the ſame Anſwer the old Hereticks 


did; and now I think he hath matched them. She w us, ſay they, in Terms, 


the direct contrary to our Propoſitions; where the Son was ſaid to be Con- 
ſubſtantial to the Father; or the Holy Ghoſt was a Divine Perſon; or the 
Bleſſed Virgin the Mother of God; or that there are two Natures in Chriſt 


after the Union. Wilt Reaſon and Conſequences ſignify nothing, when 


founded on the Word of God 2 
But I need not this Anſwer, for I affirm that the words of the firſt and 
ſecond Commandment, of the Inſtitution of the Sacrament, Drink ye af 


e this; of S. Paul 14. of the firſt Epiſtle to the Corinthians, againſt Pub- 


lick Service i in an unk 10wn Tongue, are fo plain and evident, that there is 
no Command of Seripture but may be avoided and turned another way as 


well as thete. And herein we go not * our own + Fancies, bur we * : 
t 
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is mutable. ; JN 
The Defender defires I wonld make it appear, that the Holy Scripture is ſuch Def. p. 18. 
a Foundation, as makes the Proteſtant Church unalterable ; for the Letter of | 
Scripture is common to all who bear the Name of Chriſtians. And all Alterati- 
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the concurrent Senſe of the Chriſtian. Church in the beſt and moſt Primi- 


tive Ages, in every one of the Points here mentioned. 


And whether we are right as to the ſenſe of the ſecond Commandment ; "and Pag. 38, 39. 
as to Divine Worſhip in general, as to Chriſt's Inſtitution amounting to a Com- 


mand, as to St. Paul's Diſcourſe : Which the Replier inſiſts upon, next to the 
Scripture it ſelf, and the Force contained therein; we appeal to the Primi- 
tive-Church, as the moſt indifferent Arbitrator between vs. 
(2.) I anſwered, That where words ſeem plain and poſitive, they may have 
a Metaphorical or Figurative Senſe; as when God hath Eyes and Ears, &c. 
given him; and the Rock was Chriſt. And ſo in the Words, This is my Body; 


it was a Sacramental Expreſſion, as the other was; and the other words are 


figurative, when the Cap is ſaid to be the New Teſtament in his Blood : and 
St. Paul, notwithſtanding thoſe words, called it Bread aſter Conſecration. 


Here the Defender will not bite, the Light being too clear for him; but Def p. 56. 


deſcants upon denying plain words, and ſo runs clear off from the Point, 
which ſeemed to be chiefly meant by the Paper. | 


But the Replieris a generous Adverſary, and attacks what lands before Repl. p. 39. 


him., He endeavours to ſhew a Difference between God's having Eyes and 


Ears, &c. and thoſe words, This is my Body, as to the receding from the literal 


Senſe ; becauſe, ſaith he, there is an implication of impoſſibility in the one, but 


not in the other, But withal e that if by this be meant the Bread, it 
oft 


would have implied an equal impoſſibility, | | 

I am very glad to ſee this Point brought to ſo fair an Iſſue : For, if 1 do 
not prove by the.general Conſent of the Fathers, both of the Greek and La- 
tin Churches, that by This the Bread is meant, I dare promiſe to become his 
Proſelyte. | | 


(5.0 The laſt Thing objected is, That our Church ſubhiſts only on the Plea- 


ſure of the Civil Magiſtrate, who may turn the Church which way he pleaſes. 
To this it was anſwered; - 80 | 
(I.) That the Rule of our Religion is unalterable, being the Word of 


God; tho' the Exerciſe of it be under the Regulation of the Laws of the 


Land. 

(2.) That altho' we attribute the Supreme Juriſdiction to the King, yet 
we do not queſtion but there are inviolable Rights of the Church which 
ought to be preſerved againſt the Fancies of ſome, and the Uſurpations of 
others. | 


The Replier Anſwers, That our Religion is built on private Interpretations of Repl. p. 41. 


Scripture eſtabliſhed by Law; and therefore if the Law be mutable, the Religion 


o 


ons of Religion are made upon pretence of Scripture. 0 To 
Io give a clear and diſtinct Anſwer, I ſhall lay down theſe Propoſitions. 
(I.) That altho Humane Laws be alterable, yet the Divine Law is un- 


changeable, and continues its Force on the Conſciences of Men; ſo that no 


Humane Law can make that lawful which God hath forbidden, nor that 


unlawful which he hath commanded. Whatever Change therefore may 
happen as to the Laws of Men, the Law of God is ſtill the ſame, and its 
Obligation cannot be taken off by any Laws of Men. As ſuppoſe God hath 


forbidden the Worſhip of Images, or of Saints, or of any Creature, upon 
Suppoſition that it is not a Creature; no Law in the World can make this 
lawful; becauſe God's Authority is Superiour and Antecedent to 1 and 

111i 2 | there- 
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therefore cannot be ſuperſeded by an Act of Men. And this is one of the 


Fundamentals of the Chriſtian Religion, without which it could never have 
been practiſed, when the Laws of the Empire were againſt it. So, neither 
can Humane Laws make that true which is againſt the Word of God, nor 
that falſe which is agreeable to it. They can never make 7ranſabſtantiation 
a true Doctrine, if it were not ſo before; nor a Pargatory neceſſary to be be- 
lieved, unleſs it be proved from Scripture to be ſo. So that the Foundation 
of our Religion, being the Word of God, and the Obligation of that on 
the Conſciences of Men, it muſt remain the ſame, tho' Humane Laws be 


mutable. Howbeit, I do not deny the Magiſtrates Power in making Laws 
for regulating the Publick Exerciſe of Religion. But as we have cauſe to thank 


God tor the eſtabliſhment of the beſt Church in the Chriſtian World by them 


among us; ſo we are unwilling to put ſach Caſes as the Defender doth, when 


weenjoy our Religion as eſtabliſhed by Law : Andit would be interpreted to 
be a miſtruſt of his Majeſty's Gracious Promiſe to protect it. 5 
(2.) Although the Letter of Scripture be liable to Miſinterpretations and 
Abuſes, yet the true and genuine Senſe of it may be underſtood; and then 
there is a great difference between falſe and miſtaken Notions, and the pro- 
per Senſe of Scripture. This is very ſtrange Reaſoning, if Men will infer 
that there can be no certainty as to the Senſe of Scripture, becauſe ſo many 


have miſinterpreted it. Is it any Argument that the Conſtitution of our 


Government is not firm; or that Loyal Subjects cannot be certain of their 


Duty, becauſe Men of ill Principles have run away with falſe Notions of a 
Fundamental Contract, and Coordinate Power? Is there no Certainty in 
Law, becauſe Judges have been of different Opinions, and determined the 


ſame Cauſe ſeveral ways ? Is there no Principle of Certainty in the World, 
becauſe Men have been impoſed upon, both by their Senſes and Reaſon ? It 
notwithſtanding this, we muſt allow that we may judg truly of ſome Things, 
Cor elſe we mult all turn Scepticks) then we deſire no more than to obſerve 
the ſame Rules and Caution in judging the Senſe of Scripture, which we do 
as to our judgment of other Matters. In them we take notice of the Cauſes 
of Errors, the Circumſtances of Things, the Difference of Objects, the Na- 
ture of the Medium, and accordingly paſs our Judgment. And in Things 
too ſmall for our view, or too remote, we make uſe of Glaſſes to help us; but 
all this while Men do not reaſon ſo weakly in theſe Matters. Do they 


ſay that ſome have been deceived by their Glaſſes and Teleſcopes; therefore 


there is no certainty in any of them, and they muſt all be laid afide ; and 
whatever they talk of Spots in the Sun, and the unequal Surface of the 


Moon, they are all Fancies and Chimera's of giddy Brains, and no Men of 


ſenſe can believe them? If Mankind do not argue at this rate in other things, 
how come they to be ſo fatally unreaſonable about the Scripture 2 The Let- 
ter of Scripture, ſay they, is aſed for this Fancy, and the other Miſtake, and a 


third pleads it for down-right Hereſy : Every one thinks he hath the Letter of 


Scripture for him; and upon that he grounds his Faith. And what then? The 
natural Conſequence is, that every one would fain have Scripture of his ſide. 
Doth it really tollow from hence that no Body hath it? Or that there can be 


no certainty who hath it, and who hath it not? But every one thinks he hath 
it. And what follows? Some or others muſt be deceived. . | grant it; But who 
| ſhall tell who is deceived, and who not? I pray let me ask one Queſtion ; Are 


you willing to be deceived, or not? Who is willing to be deceived? Every 
one that will not take the pains to be undeceived, or to prevent being de- 
ceived. What pains do you mean? Such honelt Induſtry and Diligence which 
every one ought to take, who pretends he ſearches for Truth in order to oy 
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Salvation. And I dare affirm, ſuch ſhall never want Means to attain cer- 
tainty as to the Senſe of Scripture in what concerns their Salvation. 

But ſuppoſe the Queſtion be about Churches, how can the Church of Eng- 
land aſſure Men that is the true Senſe of Scripture which is delivered by it? 
I Anſwer; 0 * ark 

(3.) The Church of England hath offered all reaſonable Satisfaction to 
Mankind, that it doth follow the true Senſe of Scripture. | 

And that by theſe ways; 7 E Prob 

x. By not locking up the Scripture from the view of the People, but leav- 

ing it free and open for all Perſons to judg concerning the Doctrines here 


\.. 


7 taught. Which argues a great aſſurance, that our Church is not afraid of 


any Oppoſition to be found to the Word of God in the Articles of our Reli- 
gion. And the contrary is vehemently to be ſuſpected, where Reading the 


- Scripture is forbidden the People, as it is in the Church of Rome, if the Popes 


Authority ſignify any thing; for Clement the 8th, did revoke the Power of 
Tranting Licenſes, which was allowed by Pius the 4th. And I do not ſee 
ow any Confeſſor can juſtify his acting againſt the Pope's Authority. 

2. By not pretending to deliver the Senſe of Scripture on her own Au- 


thority. If ſhe did require her Members to depend wholly upon her Senſe, - 


without examining themſelves, that very thing would render her Authority - 


ſuſpicious with all Inquiſitive Men, who always miſtruſt where there is too 


much Caution. 
3. By her conſtant appealing to the Primitive Church ever ſince the Re- 
formation, as the beſt Voucher for her keeping to the true Senſe of Scrip- 


ture. And in truth, one of the greateſt Controverſies between our Church 


and the Church of Rome, is not about the bare Letter of Scripture, but the 
beſt Interpreter of it. Our Church till contending, that the firſt and pu- 
reſt Ages of the Church, next to the Apoſtles Times, did certainly beſt un- 
derſtand the Senſe and Meaning of Scripture ; and the Church of Rome pre- 
tending, that the giving the true Senſe of Scripture, belongs to the preſent 
Catholick Charch, which they would be thought to be, againſt the plaineſt 
Evidence of Scripture and Reaſon. As appears by the foregoing Diſcourſes. 
The Defender's Cavil againſt the Prayer at the end of the Anſwer, would 

have held as well againſt Amen, if it had been added to it. But he was t 
anſwer all, and therefore the very Prayer could not eſcape his Confutation, 
or at leaſt his putting an ill conſtruction upon it; which was far from the 
Intention of him that made it, who thinks it a part of a good Chriſtian, to 
be always a Loyal Subject. 

As to the ſumming up the Evidence in his Concluſion, I ſhall not follow 
him in it, ſince I think the Cauſe ſo clear in the opening of it, that I ſhall 
leave it as it is, to the Reader's Judgment. 


— 


1 2 — 


An ANSWER to the DEFENCE of the 


T yiko PAPER. 


Have now done as to matter of Reaſon and Argument; the third Paper 


chiefly relates to Matter of Fact: which, if I were miſtaken in, even 
the brisk Defender of it, doth me that Right, to ſay, the Biſhop of Win- 
cheſter did miſlead me. For the whole Body of my Anſwer, he ſaith, 7s in ef- 


0 . 


| felt a Tranſcript from the Biſhop's Preface ; that 4 purloin hu Arguments, o_ Def p. 85 


— 


740 Indication f the Anſwer .. 


out altering ſometime ſo much as the property of his Words. That I have quo- 
ted him five times only in the Margin, and ought to have quoted him in almoſt 
every leaf of my Pamphlet. In ſhort, if the Maſter had not eaten, the Man (ſa- 
ving Reverence) could not have vomited. This is a Taſt of the Decency and | 
_ Cleanlineſs of his Stile; eſpecially in writing for Princes and great Ladies, 
who are not accuſtomed to ſuch a ſort of Courtſhip to others, in their Pre- 
ſence. But as coarſe as the Complement is, it clears me from being the 
Author of any Miſtakes, and lays the blame on the Biſhop, who is not able 
to anſwer for himſelf. Yet, as if I had been the ſole Contriver and Inven- 
ter of all, he beſtows thoſe civil and obliging Epithets upon me, of difinge- 
Pag. 85s, nuotis, foul- mouth d, and ſhuffling ; one of a virulent Genius, of ſpiteful Dili- 
87. genceand Irreverence to the Royal Family; of ſubtil Calumny, and fly Aſperſſon; 


j | Th. Jag aud he adds to theſe Ornaments of Speech, that I have a Cloven Foot, and my 
4 Ibid, Name is Legion; and that my Anſwer is an infamous Libel, a ſcurrilous ſau- 
iS cy Pamphlet. Is this indeed the Spirit of a New Convert? Is this the Meck- 


[| neſs and Temper you intend to gain Proſelites by, and to convert the Na- 
Pag.85, tion? He tells us in the beginning, that Truth has a Language peculiar to it 
ſelf; I deſire to be informed whether theſe be any of the Characters of it > 
And how the Language of Reproach and Eviliſpeating may be diſtinguiſhed 
from it? But Zeal in a new Convert is a terrible thing; for it not only burns 
but rages, like the Eruption of Mount Ætna, it fills the Air with noite and 
ſmoak ; and throws out ſuch a Torrent of liquid Fire, that there is no ſtand- 
ing before it. The Anſwerer alone was too mean a Sacrifice for ſuch a Zefo) 
in Controverſy. All that ſtandeth in his way muſt fall at his Feet. He calls 
me Legion, that he may be ſure to have number enough to overcome. But 
he is a great Proficient indeed, if he be ſuch an Exorciſt, to caſt out a whole 
Legion already. But he hopes it may be done without Faſting and Prayer. 
If the People continue ſtedfaſt to their Religion, they are the Rabble; and 
Pize oz MO Friends I can perceive he allows us. My good Friends the Rabble in 
. one place, and in another, Our Author knows be has all the common People of 
his fide What nothing of Honour, or Dignity, or Wit, or Senſe, or Learning 
126. left of our ſide? Not fo much as a Poet, unleſs it be Robbin Wiſdom. I pray, 
Sir, when was it that all our Friends degenerated into the Rabble? Do you 
think that Hereſy, as you call it, doth 2g facto degrade all Mankind, and 
turns all Orders of Men, even the Houle of Lords it ſelf, to a meer Nab- 
Ble> If all the common People be of our fide, we have no Reaſon to be troubled 
at it; but there is another thing of our ſide, which you like worſe, and that 
is common ſenſe; which is more uſeful to the World than School Divinity. 
But methinks he ſhould not be angry with the common People, when he takes 
ſuch pains to prove, That the Kingdom of Heaven is not only for the Wiſe and 
: Learned; and that our Saviour's Diſciples were but poor Fiſhermen ; and we 
read but of one of his Apoſtles who was bred up at the feet of Gamaliel ; and that 
poor People have Souls to ſave as precious in the fight of God as the grim Logi- 
cians. Would not any one take this for an Apology for the common People, 
rather than for the Dutcheſs of Tork? whoſe Wit and Underſtanding put her 
| far beyond the need of ſuch a mean Defence? Could ſhe be vindicated in no 
other manner than by putting her into the rank of the Perſons of the meaneſt 
Capacities 2 But this is another part of the Pecency of this Defence. He 
had ſeveral pretty ſayings, as he thought, upon this Subject, and therefore 
| out they come, without regarding the Reflection implied in them on a Per- 
ſon of her Capacity as well as Dignity. Ard ſo he goes on in his Plea for 
the Ignorant, i. e. for the common People, as I am reſolved to underſtand it. 
Muſt they be damned unleſs they can make a regular Approach to —_ * | 
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a Mood und Figure? Is there no entrivg' there withönt a 8 Yogi? 2 or ergoteering | 
2 This may oats! for Wit and Eloquence 


3 with a Nego, Concedo, & Diſtingu 


mong thoſe I think he pleads for And fo Lam <6ifitent to let it go for 
the ſake of my Friends, the common People. But this'is mewhat àn unuftat 
way of defending, to plead for tiidſe he pröfefſes to deſplſe, and in ſuch a 
manner, as to reproach the Perſon he undertaſtès tb defend. 
From the common People, we come to Chufc h. Men, to ſee how he uſes them. 
And he hath AN gens out a Fattion amòng them, hom he charges with 


\ 


ling 


fain be the Inſtrument to divide our Clergy, 4#nd'to'filltherh with ſuſpicions 
of ane another. And to this end, he talks of Men '6f hk LAtiludiuarian 
Stamp : For it goes a great way towards the e Droiffons, to be able to 
faſten'a Name of Diſtinction atmiong Brethren : This being to create Jek- 
louſies of each other. But there is Hort {Hf6uld make Meth more careful 
to avoid ſuch Names of Diſtinction, than to obſerve how Fexdy their com- 
mon Enemies are to make uſe of them, to crete Ammioöffties by thern : 


Which hath made this worthy Geritlent#h to R#t this differelt Errücter of 


Church-men among us; as tho there were#ny Who were nor true to the 
Principles of the Church of Euglunil as by Law eſtabliſfed: If he knows 
them, he is better acquainted with them than the Anſwerer is; for he pro- 
feſſes to know none fach. But who then are theſe Meh Gf the Latitudina- 
rien Stamp ꝰ To ſpeak in his own Language, they are a fort of Exgbteerefl, 
who are for a Concedo rather than u —_—_ And now 1 hope they are Well 
explained. Or, in other words of his, They are, faith he, for Arawing the 
Non-conformiſts to their Party + 5. E. they are for having no Non-conformitts. 


And is this their Crime? Bur they would tate the Headſhip of the Church vut 


of the King's Hands, How is that poſſible ? They would ( by his ot de- 
ſcription) be glad to ſee Differences leſſened; and all that apc in the ſame 
Doctrine, to be one entire Body. But this is that which thelt Enemies fear; 

and this Politician hath too much diſcovered : for dy ſuch a Party would 
be wanting, which might be plaid upon the Church bf Euglanh or be 


brought to joyn with others agalnſt it. Büt flow this o touch he 


Kings Supremacy I cannot imagine. As fox his deſititf EdYal Stibjetts 10 con 


cler this matter; I hope they Will, and the möte for his deſiring it; and 
aſſure themſelves, that they have do cauſe to appreheti % 7g g Dif airs 


of their Brethren ; who, I hi 


„ will always eu tfecmfelbks to be Fiyal 
Subjects, and dutiful Sons of t b 
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Jugg but Romantick Heroes muſt be allo ed to make Artnies of ** $7. 
a field of Thifles, and to encounter Wind:tmilts for \Gitifrs. He would 


The next he falls upori, is, the Worthy Ahlwerer bf thi Biſhop of Condom" 5 Pag. 88. 


Expoſition, and him he chatbts with Met 45 Stbries dgainft him, and wrap. 
ing them up with little Cthcamftances. Fields dart he tan 3 1 
Game, to find Matter to fill up an 15 How By akte it [pbk big tttbug 
be conſidered } But that Author hath 15 wall Acquittet ie in his De- 
fence, as to all the little Objectrohs made afainit him, that! cih do the 
Reader no greater Kihdneſs; than to refer him to it. 

I muſt not fay, the pobr Biſhop of Wikchifter is uſed äche by Rich; ; 


for he calls him that Prelate of rich Memofy: As though, like forte Pop es, Pag.9 97. 


he had been conſiderable for nothing; but fot Kaving tick * ut, 
as hewas a Perſon of known Loyalty, Piety, and 0 0 de Was of 
great Charity, and a publiek Spirit, which he ne wed both ift 1 ife time, 
and at his Death. Could nothing de faid of Him then bit 4% Prelate of 
rich Memory > Or, he had a mind to tell us he Was no Pier? Oi, that he wa 
out of the Temptation of changing his Religion for bret: 25 
e 
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2 Vmdication of the Anſwer 


The Biſhop of Worceſter. is charged with down-right Prevarication; 7. e. 


Pag 104.109, being in his Heart for the Church of Rome, but for mean Reaſons continuing in 
e. 


4 o8, 109. 


Pag. 10g. 


the Communion of the Church of England. Therefore, faith he, rate him To p- 
ham. And now what can I do more for the poor Biſhop 2 The moſt he will al- 
low him is, that he was a peaceable old Gentleman, who only defired to poſſeſs 


his Conſcience and his Biſhoprick in Peace without Offence to any Man, either of 


the Catholick Church, or that of England. Vet he-hath fo much kindneſs 
left for the poor Biſhop, that for his ſake he goes about to defend, that a 
Man may be a true Member of the Church of England, whouafſerts both Churches 
to be ſo far Parts of the Catholick Church, that there is no Neceſſity of going from 
one Church to another to be ſaved, Or YI 
This is a very ſurpriſing Argument from a nem Convert. Why might he 
not then have continued {till in the Communion of this Church, tho' he 
might look on the Church of Rome as part of the Catholick Church? The 
| Reaſon Igave againſt it was, that every true Member of this Church muſt 
own the Doctrine of it contained in the Articles and Homilies; which 
charge the Church of Home with ſuch Errors and unlawful Practices, as no 
Man who believes them to. be ſuch, can continue in the Communion of 
that Church; and therefore he mult believe a Neceſſity of the forlaking of 
one Communion for the other; and that no true Member. of this Church 
can, with a good Conſcience, leave this Church and embrace the other. 
Let us now (ce what a Talent he hath at Ergoteering. If tbis be true, daith 
he, then to be a Member of . the Church of England, one muſt aſſert that either 
both Churches are not Parts of the Catholick, or that they are ſo Parts, that 


there is a neceſſity of going from one to another,, He would be a ſtrange Mem- 


ber of the Church of England, who ſhould hold that both Churches are not 
Parts of the Catholick; for then he muſt. deny that Parts are Parts; for eve- 
ry true Church is ſo far a Part of the Catholick Church, Therefore, I ſay, he 
muſt hold, tho? it be in ſome reſpects a Part of the Catholick Church; yet it 
may have ſo many Errors and Corruptions mixed with it, as may make it 
neceſſary for Salvation to leave it. The ſecond, he faith, is Nonſenſe, How 
Nonſenſe? He doth well to hope that Men may be ſaved'that do not under- 
ſtand Controverſy ; nor approach Heaven in Mood and Figure, A neceſſity of 
a Change, faith he, confiſts not with their being Parts; for Parts conſtitute one 
Whole, and leave not one and another to go to or from. We are not ſpeaking 
of the Parts leaving one another; but of a Perſon leaving one Part to go to a- 
nother, Suppoſe a Peſtilential Diſeaſe rage in one part of the City, and 


not in another; may it not be neceſſary to leave one Part and go to the 


other, tho' they are both Parts of the ſame City, and do not remove from 
one to the other? But he faith, with great aſſurance, that weceſſity of Change 
makes it abſolutely impoſſible for both Churches to be parts of the Catholirk. 
Which plainly ſhews, he never, underſtood the Terms of Communion with 
both Churches. For, no Churchin the World can lay an Obligation upon a 
Man to be diſhoneſt, i. e. to profeſs one thing, and to do another; which is 
Diſſimulation and Hypocriſy. And no Church can oblige a Man to believe 


what is falſe, or to do what is unlawful; and rather than do either, he muſt 


forſake the Communion of that Chur dn. 1 81 
Thus I have given a ſufficient taſte of the Spirit and Reaſoning of this 

Gentleman. 5 are n 0 * 
As to the main Deſign of the Third Paper, I declared that I confidered it, 

as it was ſuppoſed to contain the Reaſons and Motives of the Converſion of 


ſo great a Lady to the Church of Rome. 


$ HY 


But this Gentleman hath now eaſed. me of the neceſſity of further conſi- 
| . EY | dering 
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dering it on that Account. For he declares, That none of thoſe Motives or Pag. go. 

Reaſons are to be found in the Paper of her Highneſs. Which he repeats 

' ſeveral times. She writ this Paper, not as to the Reaſons 15 had her ſelf Ibid. 
etwixt God and bid. 


for changing, &c. As for the Reaſons of it, they were only 
her own Soul, and the Prieſt with whom ſhe ſpoke at all, 

And ſo my Work is at an end as to her Paper. For I never intended 
to ranſack the private Papers, or ſecret Narratives of great Perſons. And 
I do not in the . leaſt queſtion the Relation now given, from ſo great 
Authority as that he mentions of the Paſſages concerning Her; and 


therefore I have nothing more to ſay as to what relates to the Perſon of Page 112. 


the Dutcheſs. 5 od ah | 
But I ſhall take notice of what this Defender ſaith, which reflects on the 
Honour of the Church of England. 


(i.) The Pillars of the Church eſtabliſhed by Law, faith he, are tobe found Pag. 94. 


but broken Staffs by their own Conceſſions. What! is the Church of Eng- 
land Felo de je > But how, I pray? For after all their undertaking to heal 
a wounded Conſcience, they leave their Proſelytes finally to the Scripture ; as 
our Phyſicians, when they have emptied the Pockets of their Patients, with- 
out curing them, ſend them at laſt to Tunbridg Waters, or the Air of Mont- 
pellier: As tho' the Scripture were looked on by us as a meer Help at 
a dead Lift, when we have nothing to ſay. One would think he had 
never read the Articles of the Church of England; for there he might 
have ſeen, that the Scripture is made the Rule and Ground of. our Faith. 
And, I pray, whither ſhould any Perſons be directed under Trouble of 
Mind, but to the Word of God? Can any thing elſe give real Satisfaction? 
Muſt they go to an Infallible Church? But whence ſhoulg they know it 
to be Infallible, but from the Scriptures? So that on all hands, Perſons 


muſt go to the Scriptures if they will have Satisfaction. But this Gen- 
tleman talks like a meer Novice as to Matters of Faith, as tho believing 


were a new thing to him; and he did not yet know, that true Faith mult 
be grounded on Divine Revelation, which the Pillars of our Church have 
always aſſerted to be contained only in the Scripture; and therefore 
whither can they ſend Perſons but to the Scripture 2 But it ſeems he is 
got no farther than the Colliers Faith; he believes as the Church believes, 
and the Church believes as he believes ; and by this he hopes to be too hard 
for a Legion of Devils. 


(2.) He faith, We are Reformed from the Vertues of good Living, i. e. Paz. 98. 


from the Devetions, "fortifications, Auſterities, Humility and Charity, which 

are practiſed inCatholick Countries, by the Example and Precept of that lean 

mortified Apoſtle St. Martin Luther. KS di dos on 
He knows we pretend not to Canonize Saints; and he may know, that 


a very great Man in the Church of Rome, once ſaid, That the new Saints 


they Canonized, would make one queſtion the old Ones. We neither make a 
Saint nor an Apoſtle of Martin Luther; and we know of no Authority he 
ever had in this Church. Our Church was reformed by it ſelf, and nei- 
ther by Luther nor Calvin, whom he had mentioned as well as the other, 
but for his lean and mortified Aſpect. But after all, Luther was as lean 
and mortified an Apoſtle as Biſhop Bonner; but a Man of far greater 
worth, and fit for the Work he undertook, being of an undaunted Spirit. 
What a ſtrange ſort of Calumny is this, to upbraid our Church, as if it 
followed the Example and Precept of Martin Luther? He knows, how 
very eaſy it is for us to retort ſuch 28 wh mighty Advantage ; wean 
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Pag. 101. 


Pag. 122. 
Pag. 117. 
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for more than an Age together, that Church was governed by ſuch diſſo. 
lute and profane Heads of the Church, that it is a ſhame to mention 
them; and all this by the confeſſion of their own Writers. But as to 
Luther's Perſon, if his Crimes were his Corpulency, what became of all 
the fat Abbots and Monks? But they were no Apoſtles, or Reformers. | 
eaſily grant it. But muſt God chuſe Inſtruments, as ſome do Horſes, 
by their fitneſs to run Races, As to Luthers Converſation, it is juſtified by 
thoſe who. beſt knew him, and are Perſons of undoubted Reputation, I 
mean, Eraſmus, Melanct hon, and Camerarius. And as to Matters in diſpute, 
if he acted according to his Principles, his Fault lay in his Opinions, and 
not in acting according to them. | | 

But whether our Church follow Luther, or not, it is objected, that we 


bete reformed away the Vertues of good Living. God forbid. But I do 


not think there is any Church in the World, where the Neceſſity of good 
Living is more earneſtly preſſed. But I confeſs we of the Church of Eng- 
land, do think the Examples and Precepts of Chriſt and his Apoſtles, are 
to be our Rules for the Vertues of good Living. And according to them, 
I doubt not, but there are as great Examples of Devotion, Mortification, 
Humility and Charity, as in any place whatſoever. But I am afraid this 
Gentleman's Acquaintance did not lie much that way; nor doth he feem 
to be a very competent Judg of the Ways of good living, if he did not 
know how to diſtinguiſh between outward Appearances and true Chriſtian 
Vertues. And according to his way of judging, the Diſciples of the Pha- 
riſees did very much outdoe thoſe of our Bleſſed Saviour; as appears by a 
Book weeſteem very much, called the New Teſtament: But if I mention it 
to him, I aragafraid he ſhould think I am lite the Phyficians, who ſend their 
Patients to Tunbridg-Wells, or the Air of Montpellier. 85 

(3.) That two of our Biſhops, whereof one was Primate of all England, re- 
nounced and condemned two of the eſtabliſhed Articles of our Church. 

But what two Articles were theſe 2 It ſeems they wiſhed we bad kept Con- 


feſſion, which no doubt was commanded of God; and praying for the Dead, 


which was one of the ancient things of Chriſtianity. But which of our 39 
Articles did they renounce hereby? I think I have read and confider'd 
them, as much as this Gentleman, and I can find no ſuch Articles againſt 
Confeſſion, and praying for the Dead. Our Church, as appears by the Of- 
fice of the Viſitation of the Sick, doth not diſallow of Confeſſon in parti- 
cular Caſes, but the neceſſity of it in order to Forgiveneſs in all Caſes. And 


if any Biſhop aſſerted this, then he exceeded the Doctrine of our Church, 


but he renounced no Article of it. As to the other Point, we have an 
Article againſt the Romiſh Doctrine of Purgatory, Art, 22. but not a*word 
concerning praying for the Dead, without reſpect to it. But he, out of 
his great skill in Controverſy, believes, that Prayer for the Dead, and the 
Romiſh Dottrine of Purgatory, are the ſame. Whereas this relates to the 


. deliverance of Souls out of Purgatory, by the — of the Living ; 


which makes all the gainful Trade of Maſſes for ead, &c. but rhe 
other related to the Day of Judgment, as is known to all who are verſed 
in the Writings of the Ancient Church. But this our Church wiſely paſſes 
over; neither condemning it becauſe ſo ancient, nor approving, it becauſe 
not grounded on Scripture, and therefore not neceſſary to be obſerved. 
(q.) But his great ſpite is at the Reformation of this Church; which, he 
ſaith, was erefted on the Foundation of Luſt, Sacrilege, aud Uſurpation. And 
that no Paint is capable of making lovely the hideous Face of the pretended 
Reformation, e | | 
Theſe 
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Theſe are ſevere Sayings, and might be requited with ſharper, if | 


ſuch hard Words, and bluſtering Expreſſions, had any, good effect on 
Mankind. But inſtead thereof, I ſhall gently wipe off the Dirt he hath 


throw in the Face of our Church, that it may appear in its proper 


Colours. 5 1 N | 
And now this Gentleman ſets himſelf to Ergoteering ; and looks and 


talks like any grim Logician, Of the Cauſes which produced it, and the E,. Pag. 117. 


fefts which it produced. The Schiſm led the way to the Reformation, for 


breaking the Unity of Chriſt's Church, which was the Foundation of it; But 


the immediate Cauſe of this, which produced the Separation of Hen. 8. from 
the Church of Rome, was the refuſal of the Pope to grant him a Divorce 
from his firſt Wife, and to gratify his Defires in a Diſpenſation for a ſecond 
Marriage. a „„ %% 

Ergo, the firſt Cauſe of the Reformation, was the ſatisfying an inordinate 
and brutal Paſſion. But is he ſure of this 2 If he be not, it is a horrible 
Calumny upon our Church, upon King Henry the 8th, and the whole 
Nation, as I ſhall preſently ſhew. No, he confeſſes he cannot be ſure of 
it: For, faith he, 20 Man can carry it ſo high as the Original Cauſe with any 


certainty. And at the fame time he undertakes to demonſtrate the immedi- 


ate Cauſe to be Henry the Eighth's inordinate and brutal Paſſion. And after- 
wards affirms as confidently as if he had demonſtrated it, That our Refor- 
mation was erected on the Foundations of Luſt, Sacrilege, and Uſurpation. Tet, 


faith he, the King only knew whether it was Conſcience or Love, or Love a- Pag. 1 „ 


lone, which moved him to ſue for a Divorce. Then by his Favour, the King 


only could know what was the immediate Cauſe of that which he calls 


the Schiſm. Well! but he offers at ſome Probabilities that Luſt was the 


true Cauſe. Is Ergoteering come to this already? But this we may ſay, if 
Conſcience had any part in it, ſhe had taken a long Nap of almoſt twenty Tears 
Together before ſhe awakened, Doth he think that Gonſcience doth not 

take a longer Nap than this, in ſome Men, and yet they pretend to have 
it truly awaken'd at laſt? What thinks he of late Converts 2 Cannot they 
be true, becauſe Conſcience hath ſlept ſo long in them > Muſt we conclude. 


in ſuch Caſes, That ſome inordinate Paſſion gives Conſcience a jog at laſt? 


So that it cannot be denied, faith he, that an inordinate and brutal Paſſi- 


on, had a great ſhare at leaſt in the production of the Schiſm. How! can- 


not be denied! | ſay, from his own words it ought to be denied, for 


he confeſſes none could know but the King himſelf; he never.pretends that the 
King confeſſed it; How then cannot it be denied? Yea, how dare any 


one affirm it? Eſpecially when the Xing himſelf declared in a Solemn Al- 
ſembly, in theſe words, faith Hal, (as near, faith he, as I could carry them 


away) ſpeaking of the diſſatisfaction of his Conſcience, — For this only 
Cauſe, I proteſt before God, and in the Word of a Prince, I have asked Coun- 
ſel of the greateſt Glerks in Chriſtendom ; and for this Cauſe 1 have ſent for 
this Legat, as a Man indifferent, only to know the Truth, and to ſettle my 
Conſcieuce, and for none other Cauſe, as God can judg. And both then, and 
afterwards, he declared, that his Scruples began upon the French Ambaſ- 
ſadors making-a Queſtion about the Legitimacy of the Marriage, when 


the Match was propoſed between the Duke of Orleance and his Daughter ; 


and he affirms, That he moved it himſelf in Confeſſion to the Biſhop of Lin- 


% 


coln, and appeals to him concerning the Truth of it in open Court. Sanders gend 2 
himſelf doth not deny that the French Ambaſſador (whom he calls the Schiſm. 
Biſhop of Tarbe, afterwards Card. Grammont; others ſay it was Anthony oo 1 7. 
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ed on the Divorce for nothing more, than to oblige the moſt Chriſtian King hol. 


Page 10. 


Pag. 18. 


Veſey, one of the Preſidents of the Parliament of Paris) did ſtart this Dif- 
ficulty in the Debate about this Marriage of the King's Dayghter ; and he 


makes a ſet Speech for him, wherein he ſaith, That the King's Marriage | 


had an ill Report abroad. But then he adds, That this was done by the King's 
appointment, and that Card. Wolſey put him upon it; but he produces no 
manner of Proofs concerning it, but only, that it was ſo believed by the 
People at that time, who curſed the French Ambaſſador. As tho' the ſuſpici- 
ons of the People were of greater Authority than the ſolemn Proteſtation 
of the King himſelf. 

But I think it may be demonſtrated, as far as ſuch things are capable of 
it, from Sanders his own Story, that the King's firſt Scruples, or the jog- 
ging of his Conſcience, as our Author ſtiles it, could not come from an in- 
ordinate Paſſion to Aun Bolleyn. For he makes Card. Wolſey the chief In- 
ſtrument in the Intrigue. Let us then ſee what Accounts he gives of his 


' Motives to undertake it. He not only takes notice of the great Diſcon- 


tent he took at the Emperor Charles V. the Queen's Nephew ; but how 


ſtudious he was upon the firſt intimation of the King's Scruples, to re- 
commend to him the Dutcheſs of Alexcon the King of France's Siſter ; and 


that when there were none preſent but the King, Wolſey, and the Confeſſor, 
Afterwards Wolſey was fent on a very ſplendid Ambaſly into France, and 
had ſecret Inſtructions to carry on the Match with the King of France's 
Siſter. But when he was at Calais, he received Orders from the King to 
manage other Matters as he was appointed, but not to ſay a word of that 
Match. At which, ſaith Sanders, he was in a mighty rage, becauſe he carri- 


ly to himſelf by this Marriage, How could this be, if from the beginning 
of his Scruples he knew the King deſigned to marry Ann Bolleyn? But 
Sanders thinks to come off with ſaying, That Wolſey knew of the King's 
Love, but he thought he defigned her only for his Concubine. But this is 
plainly to contradict himſelf ; for before he ſaid, That Wolſey knew from 
the beginning whom he intended to marry. Beſides, what Reaſon could there 
be, it the King had only a deſign to corrupt her, that he ſhould put him- 


{elf and the World to ſo much trouble to ſue out a Divorce? For the 


Divorce was the main Thing aimed at in all the Negotiations at Rome ; 
other Applications had been more proper, if his Deſign was only upon ha- 
ving her for a Concubine. But (he would not be corrupted. If this were 
the Reaſon, he muſt again contradict himſelf, for he makes her a lewd 
vicious Woman. And it doth not ſeem ſo probable, if ſhe had been ſuch 
a Perſon as he deſcribes her, that ſhe would have put the King to fo much 


trouble, and ſucha tedious method of proceeding, by ſo many Forms of 


Law. But again, Sanders faith, when ſhe returned from France, and was at 
Court, ſhe found out what Wolſey defigned, Which makes it evident, by 


Sanders his own Words, that the Deſign of the Divorce was before the 


Acworth. c. 
Sander, I. 2. 


C. 14, 17. 


thoughts of Aun Bolleyn. And it ſeems very probable, that Card. Wol- 
ſey might carry on a Publick Deſign by it, to draw. the King off from the 


Emperor, and to unite him with France. And the Pope at that time be- 


ing highly difpleaſed with the Emperor, he might think it no difficult 
thing to procure a Diſpenſation, the King of France's Intereſt being join'd 
with our King's, Some have written, That the Pope himſelf mas iu this 
Intrigue at firſt ; but ſeeing no Proof of it, I dare not affirm it: It is ſuf- 
ficient for my purpoſe, that the firſt Deſign was laid quite another way. 
I confeſs afterwards, when Wolſey upon his return from France, ſaw how 


things 


* 
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Fall. 7huanus, being an Hiſtorian of great Judgment, ſaw the inconſiſten- 
cies of Sanders his Relations; and therefore concludes that Wolſey was ſur- 
prized with the Buſineſs of Aun Boleyn, after he went into France, having no- 


tice ſent him by his Friends; and that Wolſey wholly aimed at the French 


* 


Match. Mezeray faith, The Cardinal could not foreſee the Love of Ann Bol- 


leyn, but bis Deſign was to be revenged on the Emperor; and he queſtions whether - | 


the King were ſmitten with her, til Wolſey was ſent into France; when the Ly 
King ſo unexpectedly forbad him to proceed in that Match, cam ſummo ejus Pag. 22. 
dolore, as Sanders confeſſes. From all this we ſee plainly, than ſince Sanders C 
makes Card. Wolſey the great Contriver and Manager of this Buſineſs, the 
immediate Cauſe of the Schiſm could not be the Love of Am Boleyn. 

But we have other kind of Proofs concerning this Matter, beſides Sanders 
his Inconſiſtencies, and thoſe ſhall be from ſome of the greateſt and moſt 
active Men of that Time, and ſome remarkable Circumſtances. * 

The firſt is a Perſon of unqueſtionable Integrity, and accounted a Martyr 
for his Conſcience at that Time; I mean Sir Thomas More then Lord Chan- 
cellor; who after he had delivered to the Houſe of Commons the Original 
Papers of the Univerſities in favour of the Divorce, he then ſaid, That all 
Men ſhould clearly perceive that the King hath not attempted this Matter of Will 
and Pleaſure, as Strangers ſay, but only for the Diſcharge of his Conſcience, and 
the Security of the Succeſſion to the Crown. Which was a reaſon alledged by 
the King himſelf ; and ſeems to have been built on the Grounds which 
Charles the Vth aſſigned for breaking his Oath which he made to marry 
the Lady Mary, by the firſt Article of the Treaty at Windſor. Lord Hel. Engorv of 
bert owns that the Emperor, to avoid the Force of this Treaty; had al- D 
ledged ſomething againſt the Marriage between the King and his Aunt: But 
another Author, who lived much nearer the Time, doth affirm, That when geri Fidelis 


the Match was debated in the Spaniſh Council, it was then ſaid, That altho the Reſponſio, 


Match between the King and his Brother's Relift were not yet diſputed, yet if the &. 
King ſhould die without Iſſue Male, rather than the Kingdom ſhould paſs to Fo- 


reigners, the Engliſh Nation would diſpute the Validity of the Marriage. And 


to confirm this, in Sir Henry Spelman's Manuſcript-Regiſter of the Proceed- 
ings of the Legatine Court about the Divorce, ſubſcribed by the three No- 
taries there preſent, the Witneſſes depoſed, Tbat at the time of the Marri- 
age, the People ſaid commonly, that it was unfit one Brother ſhould marry the 
other Brother's Wife. And Archbiſhop Warham then upon Oath declared, Zhat 
he told H. Henry the VIIIth, that the Marriage ſeem d to him neither Honoura- 
ble, nor well. pleaſing to God. And he confeſſes, the People then murmur d at 
it, but that the murmuring was quieted by the Pope's Diſpenſation. So that all the 
Satisfaction that was given about it, aroſe from the Pope's extraordinary 
diſpenſing Power with the Laws of God. Which was a thing vehemently op- 
poſed by many in the Church of Rome; and the Univerſity of Bononia it 
ſelf afterwards declared, That the Match was abominable, and that the Pope 


' himſelf could not diſpenſe with it; and this they ſay was, after they had rea 


Card. Cajetan's Defence of the Marriage. The like was done by the Univerſity 
of Padua; beſides many others which 1 ſhall not mention, and are caſily to 
be ſeen. 15 8 e 

So that the Succeſſion to the Crown by this Match, muſt depend upon an ex- 
travagant Power in the Pope, which the Roman Church it ſelf never owned; 
and the wiſeſt Statcfmen thought by no means fit to depend upon. 1 a 
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| The notice of this Debate in the Spauiſp Council being ſent over to Card, 
Wolſey, ſeems to have been the #r/# Occaſion taken of ſtarting the Queſtion | 
about the Lawfulneſs of the King's Marriage; which Wolſey, out of a pri- 
vate Grudg to the Emperor, as well as for other Reaſons, was not wanting 
to carry on, till he ſaw which way it was like to end. And the Pope him- 
ſelf was willing enough to grant the Bull for the Divorce, till he made a ſe- 
cret Peace with the Emperor: and it is eaſy to fee that the Pope went for- 
wards and backwards in the whole Affair, meerly as pelitict Conſiderations 
moved him. Which being fully known to ſo diſcerning a Prince as Henry 
the VIII, it gave him juſt occaſion to queſtion, whether that Authority 
were ſo Divine as was pretended, which in ſo great a Matter did not govern 
it ſelf by any Rule of Conſcience, but by Political Meaſures. 

One remarkable Circumſtance in this Matter ought not to be omitted, 
viz. That the King's Agent at Rome ſent him word, That the Pope's Advice 
was, that if the King's Conſcience were ſatisfied, he ſhould preſently marry ano- 
ther Wife, and then proſecute the Suit; and that thi was the only way for the 
King to attain his Deſires. But the King refuſed to do it. And when Card. 
Wolſey ſent a Meſſage to the King to the ſame purpoſe : the King replied, I/ 
the Bull be naught, let it be ſo declared; and if it be good, it ſhall never be bro- 
ken by any by-ways for me. And when he objected the tedioulneſs of the Suit, 
he anſwered, Since he had Patience eighteen Tears, he would ſtay yet four or five 
more, fince the Opinion of all the Clerks of his Kingdom (beſides two) were lately 
declared for him: Adding, That he had ſtudied the Matter himſelf, and Wri- 
ters of it; and that he found it was unlawful, DE FURE DIVINO, and 
undiſpenſible. | | 

Thus we have found the King himſelf declaring in Publick and Private, 
his real diſſatisfaction in Point of Conſcience; and that it was no inordinate 
Affection to Anne Boleyn which put him upon it: and the ſame atteſted by 
Sir Tho. More, and the Circumſtances of Affairs. I now proceed to another 
Witneſs. | | 

The next is Biſhop Bonner himſelf, in his Preface to Gardiner s Book of 
True Obedience : For thus he begins; Foraſmuch as there be ſome, doubtleſs, 
ow at this preſent, which think the Controverſy between the King's Royal Ma- 
jeſty, and the Biſhop of Rome, conſiſteth in this Point, for that his Majeſty hath 
taken the moſt excellent and moſt noble Lady Ann tohis Wife; whereas in very 
deed, notwithſtanding, the Matter is far otherwiſe, and nothing ſo. So that if 
Biſhop Bonner may be believed, there was no ſuch immediate Cauſe of the Schiſm, 
as the Love to Ann Bolleyn. And withal he adds, That this Book was pub- 
liſhed, that the World might underſtand what was the whole Voice and reſolute De- 
termination of the beſt and greateſt learned Biſhops, with all the Nobles and 
Commons of England ; not onfy in the Cauſe of Matrimony, but alſo in defend- 


| ing the Goſpel's Doctrine, i. e. againſt the Pope's uſurped Authority over the 


Church. Again, he faith, That the King's Marriage was made, by the ripe 
Judgment, Authority, and Privilege of the moſt and principal Univerſities of the 
World; and then with the Conſent of the whole Church of England. And that 
the falſe pretended Supremacy of the Biſhop of Rome was moſt juſtly abrogated ; 
and that if there were no other Cauſe but this Marriage, the Biſhop of Rome 
would content himſelf, 1. e. if he might enjoy his Power and Revenues ſtill; which, 
he ſaith, were ſo inſupportable, that there lay the true Cauſe of the Breach : For 
his Revenues here were near as great as the King's; and his Tyranny was cruel 
and bitter, which he had exerciſed here under the Title of the Catholick Church, 
and the Authority af the Apoſtles, Peter and Paul; when notwithſtanding he was 


a very ravening Wolf, dreſſed in Sheeps clothing, calling himſelf the Servant of 


Servants, 
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Servauts. Theſe are Bonner words, as I have tranſcribed them, out of two ſe- 
veral Tranſlations, whereof one was publiſhed while he was Biſhop of London. 
Stephen Gardiner Biſhop of Wincheſter, in his Book, not only affirms the 
King's former Marriage to be unlawful, and the ſecond to be juſt and lawful; but 
that he had the Conſent of the Nation, and the Fudgment of his Church, as wel 
as foreign Learned Men for it. And afterwards he ſtrenuouſſy argues againſt 
the Pope's Authority here, as a meer Uſurpation. 1 | 
And the whole Clergy not only then owned the King's Supremacy, (Fiſh- 
er excepted) but in the Book publiſhed by Authority, called, 4 Neceſſary 
Doctrine and Erudition of a Chriſtian Man, &c. The Pope's Authority was re- 
jected as an Uſurpation, and confuted by Soripture and Antiquity. K. James 1. 
declares, That there was a General and Catholick Concluſion of the whole Church | 
of England in this Caſe. And when ſome Perſons ſuſpected, that it all came pol. for the 
from the King's Marriage, Biſhop Bonner we ſee undertakes to aſſure the 2% 4 
 Worſdit was no ſuch thing. 5 
The Separation was made then by a General Conſent of the Nation, the 
King, and Church, and People, all concurring : and the Reaſons inducing 
them to caſt off the Popes Ufurpation, were publiſhed to the World at that 
time. And thoſe Reaſons have no relation at all to the King's Marriage ; 
and if they are good, as they thought they were, and this Gentleman faith 
not a word to ditprove them, then the Foundation of the Diſunion between 
the Church of Rome und Us, was not laid in the King's inordinate Paſſion, 
but on juſt and ſufficient Reaſons. i 
Thus it appears, that this Gentleman hath by no means proved two parts 
of his Aſſertion, viz, That our Reformation was erected on the Foundations of 
Luſt and Ufurpation. : - £ 
But our grim Logician proceeds from Immediate and Original, to Conco- Pag. 118. 
mitant Cauſes; which, he faith, were Revenge, Ambition, and Covetouſneſs. 
But the Skill of Logicians uſed to lie in proving; but this is not our Author's 
Talent, for not a word is produced to that purpoſe. If bold Sayings, and 
confident Declamations will do the Buſineſs, he isnever unprovided ; but if 
you expect any Reaſon from him, he begs your Pardon; he finds how ill 
the Character of a grim Logician ſuits with his Inclination. However, he 
takes a leap from Cauſes to Effects; and here he tells us, the immediate Effecis * 
of this Schiſm, were Sacrilege, and a bloody Perſecution, of ſuch as denied the 3 
King's Supremacy in Matters wholly Spiritual, which no Layman, no King of I- 
rael ever exerciſed. 
What the Supremacy was, is beſt underſtood by the Book publiſhed by the 
King's Order, and drawn up by the Biſhops of that Time. By which it ap- 

_ pears, that the main thing inſiſted on was, rejecting the Pope's Authority; 
and as to the poſitive Part, it lies in theſe things. 1. In defending and Pro- 
tecting the Church. 2. In overſeeing the Biſhops and Prieſts in the execution of 
their Office, 3. In Reforming the Church to the old Limits and priſtine Eſtate of 
that Power which was given to them by Chriſt, and uſed in the Primitive Church. 
For it is out of doubt, faith that Book, that Chriſt's Faith was then moſt pure and 
firm, and the Scriptures of God were then beſt underſtood, and Vertue did then 
moſt abound and excel: And therefore it muſt needs follow, that the Cuſtoms and 
Ordinances then uſed and made, be more conform and agreeable unto the true Do- 
ctriue of Chriſt, and more conducing unto the ediſying and benefit of the Church of 
Chriſt, than any Cuſtom or Laws uſed or made by the Biſhop of Rome, or any o- 
ther addicted to that See and uſurped Power fince that time, 

This Book was publiſhed with the King's Declaration before it. And there- 
fore we have reaſon to look on the Supremacy to be taken as it is ho = 
plained. 
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plained. And what is there now ſo wholy Spiritual, that no Layman, or King 
of lrael, ever exerciſed in this Supremacy ? But this Writer never took the 
pains to ſearch into theſe things, and therefore talks ſo at random about them. 
As to the Perſecutions that followed, it is well known that both ſides blame 
K. Hen. VIII. for his Severity ; and therefore this cannot be laid to the 
Charge of his Separation. For the other Effect of Sacrilege, I do not ſee how 
this follows from the Reformation : For although ſome Uſes might ceaſe by 
the Doctrines of it, as Monks to pray the Dead out of Purgatory ; yet there 
were others to have employed the Church Lands about, as ſome of them 
were in founding New Biſhopricks, &c. And I have nothing to ſay in juſtifi- 
cation of any Abuſes committed that way; only that the King and Parlia- 
ment could not diſcern the difference between greater and leſſer as to the 
Point of Sacrilege; and ſince the Pope had ſhewed them the way, by grant- 
ing Bulls for the diſſolution of the leſſer Monaſteries, they thought, ſince the 
Pope's Power was taken away, they might with as little Sacrilege diſſolve 
the reſt. I will ſhut up this with the words of Archbiſhop Laud; But if 
there have been any wilful and groſs Errors, not ſo much in Opinion as Fact, (Sa- 


 crilege too often pretending to reform Superſtition ) that's the Crime of the Refor- 


mers, not of the Reformation, and they are long ſince gone to God to anſwer it, 
to whom ] leave them. f | | | 
The Method I propoſed for Satisfaction of Conſcience about the Refor- 


mation, was to conſider, Whether there were not ſufficient cauſe for it: 


Whether there were not ſufficient Authority? And whether the Proceedings 
of our Reformation were not juſtifiable by the Rules of Scripture, and the 
Ancient Church 2. He tells me, he may ſafely join iſſue with me upon all three 
Points, and conclude in the Negative, But upon ſecond Thoughts, he finds 
he may much more ſafely let it alone: And very fairly would have me take 
it for granted, That the Church of Rome cannot err in Matters of Faith; 
(for that he muſt mean by the Church there) and that our Church bath no Au- 
thority of Reforming her ſelf, and that our Proceedings were not juſtifialle ac- 
cording tothe right interpretation of Scriptures by the Fathers and Councils. But 


ik I will not allow his Afirmatzons for Proofs, for his part he will act the grim 


Logician no longer; and in truth, it becomes him ſo ill, that he doth well 
to give it over. When he will undertake to prove, that the Church of Rome 
is the One Catholick and Infallible Church of Chriſt, and anſwer what I have 
produced in the former Diſcourſes, I will eaſe him of any farther Trouble; 
tor then I will grant that our Reformation cannot be juſtified. But till then, 


I ſhall think it no want of Humility to conclude the Victory to be on our 


ſide. And I would deſire him not to end with ſuch a bare-faced Aſſertion of 
a thing ſo well known to be falſe, viz. That there is not one Original Treatiſe 
written by a Proteſtant, which hath handled diſtinitly, and by it ſelf, that Chri- 


ſtian Vertue of Humility, Since within a few Years (beſides what hath been 


printed formerly) ſuch a Book hath been publiſhed in London. But he doth 
well to bring it off with, at leaſt that I have ſeen or heard of; for ſuch Books 
have not lain much in the way of his Enquiries. Suppoſe we had not ſuch 
particular Books, we think the Holy Scripture gives the beſt Rules and Ex- 
amples of Humility of any Book in the World; but I am afraid he ſhould look 
on his Caſe as deſperate if I ſend him to the Scripture, ſince he ſaith, Our 
Divines do that, as Phyſicians do with their Patients whom they think uncurable, 
ſend them at laſt to Tunbridg-Waters, or to the Air of Montpe 4, 
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Tx Reader is defired to take Notice, That the Firſt Volume of theſe Works 
having a Table of its own, is therefore not mention d at all in this: But the 


Second having t wo different Sets of Pages, the Former of them is. 
ber I. before the Pages, as if it were the Firſt Volume; and the other with number II. 


ted with num- 


The reſt all follow in their proper Order. But the Fifth having, through the Printer's 


Fault, three Sets of Pages, t 
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ſecond of them is marked pp, and the laſt ppp. 


| A. 


1 oachim's Doctrine concerning the 
= Bleſſed Trinity, Vol. III. Page 424 
An Account of bis Writings, V. 107, 108 
Abbot (Robert) Biſhop of Sarum, Vi. 25 
Abel's Sacrifice, whence more acceptable than 


, 


Cain's, IT. 178 
Abeyance, | III. 728 
Abiathar depoſed by Solomon, III. 964. 
Abſolution, bow taught by the Council of 


Trent, VI. 496. Whether only declarative 
of the Remiſion of Sins, 481, 482. Whe- 
ther true Contritiou a 95 in order to it, 
2482, 483. It was only deprecative among /t 
the Greeks, 490, 491. Whether this power 
of Remitting Sins, related not rather to Bap- 


tiſm, than to Confeſfiom, 499, 500 
Aborigines, I. 349, 350 
Adminius's Tower, III. 901 


Admiralty-Court and its Juriſdiction, III. 749 
Adoration. See Bowing, Hoſt, Images. 
Adrian (Pope) ſent a'Copy of the Nicene Coun- 
cil to the Council at Frankfort, V. 38 
Advocates fer Churches, III. 676 
Ægyptians. See Egyptians. | 
Zrhelwolf's Grant of the Tenth of all the 
Lands to the Church, III. 771. Depoſed 
from bis Kingdom, — 4 
Aetians, what ſort of Hereticks, IIE 93 
Afflictions, to be born with Patience and Sub. 


miſſion, bangin | II. 60 
African Biſhops baniſhed, and no others allow- 


ed to be conſecrated in their flead, IV. 400. | 
V. ppp. $3, 54 


Atrican {dolatrees, 


Amiſus's ſtrange Revolutions, 


abt ? 


Apgathyrſi, | III. 154 
Agilmarus, Biſhop of the Eaſt-Angles, depo- 
ed, LS III. 775 
Agricola. See Leporius. . 
Agobardus (Archbiſpop of Lions) his Book a- 
bout Images, publiſhed by Baluzius ; with bis 
Cenſure of it, - VV. 35 
Alani, who, III. 


| 7 . 180. 
St. Alban's Miracles, V. pp. 211, 212, 213 
Allegiance, V betber due to a King de facto, 


III. 941, 948, 949, 950, 951, 952, 953, 

974, 9552 956, 957, )). TheLawst 

Meaſure of it, 9244 
Almaricus's dangerons Opinions, V. 10 


Alſop's Anſwer to the Guildhall- Sermon, II. 
458, 459, 460, 461 


203, 204, 206 
9. © Guarded againſt, 

| 420 
III. 915 
Amyraldus, II. 551, 552 


Anaxagoras tbe firſt Philoſopber that attribu- 
ted the making of the World to an infinite 


Mind, II. 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42 
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Anaximander's Opinion concerning God and 
the Creation, II. 36, 37, 38 

Andredeſceſter, III. 206. Deſtroyed with its 
Inhabitants by the Saxons, ibid. 

Andrews. See Biſhop. 

Angels. See Prayer. | 

Anger, to what End and Intent deſigned, III. 

253. Ir what Senſe attributed to Almighty 


God, 257, 258 
Annates, | III. 759, 760 
Anſelm's Conteſt with William Rufus and 
Henry I. HI. 776 


Antinomianiſm, from what the Congregational 
Brethren cannot be cleared, III. 378, 379. 
Some of its Principles, 379, 380, 381. The 
Myſtery of it laid open, 382, —— 400. 

St. Anthony of Padua's miraculous Voice, V. 


Martyr, 254, 255, 256, 257, 238. A- 
thanagoras, 258. Tatianus, 259. Ire- 
næus, 259, 260, 261, 262, 263. Cle- 


mens Alexandrinus, 263, 264, 265, 266, | 


267. And others after them, 268. And 
no Antiquity againſt us, 269, 270, 272, 

| 273, 274, 275, 276 

Antoninus Pius a great Promoter of Learning 
through the Empire, III. 133 
Apis thought to mean Joſeph, I. 372. Said to 


be the ſame with Oſiris, V. p p p. 533, 537 | 


Apocrypha, VI. 452, 453, 454, 455,456, 
| 457, 45d, 550, 551, 568, 588 
Apocryphal Books ſometimes deſigned to im- 

port ſuch as were not to be read in Churches, 


457 

Apoſtles, What ſort of Men, II. 284. The 
Hazards they ran in preaching of the Goſpel, 
I. 172, 173, 174. What it was that car- 
ried them through all theſe, 175, 176, 177. 
They were duly qualified for the Publication 
of the Goſpel, 181. Their Fidelity in pub- 
liſhing it, 182, 183, 184, 185, 186. IWhich 
was the Cauſe ſuch Aultitudes believed them, 
189, 190, 191, 192, 193, 194, 195. 
How they were called, II. 284. When ſent 
forth, and wby not ſooner, 284, 285. The 
Name and Nature of their Office, 285, 286, 
287. The Credentials they carried with them, 
288. Not veſted with any Power over the 
Church upon their firſt Miffon, ibid. The 
Diſparity between theſe and the Seventy Di/- 
ciples, 291, 292. They were ſent forth with 
full Commiſion, 299, 300. Had no ſet Di- 
viſion of Provinces amongſt them, 301, 302, 
303. IV hat Courſe they took for ſettling 
Churches in the Places they went to, 303, 
304, 385, 386, 387. How they followed 
the Cuſtoms of the Jewiſh Synagogue, 304, 
305, 313,314. For ſome time they under- 


Hood not the Extent of their Commiſſion, 3 14. 
Nor were diſlinguiſhed from the Body of the 
Fews, 315. 3 the Chriſtian Churches 
out of the Synagogues, 316, 317, 318. And 
followed their Pattern, Firſt, In their pub- 
lick Service, 318, 319, 320. Secondly, In 
their Cuſtom of Ordination, 320, 321, 322, 
And this as to the manner of conferring it, 
323, 324, 325. 4 to the Perſons authori- 
zed to do it, 325, 326, 327, 328, 329, 
330, 331, 332. As to the Number of the 
Ordainers, 333. As to the Effect of this 
Ordination, 333, 334. Thirdly, In form- 
ing Presbyteries in their ſeveral Churches, 
335. Where is aſſerted, that we are not 
certain what Courſe the Apoſtles took in go- 
verning Churches, ſo as to infer the Divine 
Right of any one Form of Church-Govern- 
ment, 335. And this inferred, Iſt. From 
the Equivalency of the Names Biſhop and 
Presbyter, 335,336, 337. 2dly. From the 
Ambiguity of the Places moſt in Controverſy 
about the Form of Government in the Church, 
337, 338, 339. 3dly. From the Inſufficien- 
cy of the Records of the ſucceeding Ages, 
339, 340. Becanſe of their Defectiveneſs as 
to Places, Time, and Perſons, 340, 341, 
342. Their Ambiguity, 342 353. 
Their Partiality, 353, 354, 375. Aud 
their Repugnancy, 356. As likewiſe that the 
Apoſtles probably obſerved no one fixed Courſe 
of ſettling the Government of the Church, 
359, 360, 361, 367, 368. See alſo Church- 
Government. Their Practice herein not 
obligatary to ſucceeding Ages, 368, 369, 370, 
371. They did not limit the Churches they 
planted to particular Gongregations, 5 70, &c. 
In what Senſe they are ſaid to be the kounda- 
tion of the Church taught by them, IV. 86, 
87. Whether the Promiſes of Infallibility 
made to them are to be extended to the pre- 
ſent Church in all Ages, 242, 243. VI.555, 
| ; 556, 557, 590 
Apoſtolical Tradition. See Tradition. 
Appeals, to whom to be made, II. 233, 234, 
225, 236, 237. VE 657, 652, 727. # 
the Biſhop of Rome, III. 80 90, 802, 
803, 804, 805, 806. IV. 386 — 399, 
403, 404. A Right of Appealing one of the 
fundamental Laws of Fuſtice, 656. Appeals 
to a foreign Furiſdictiun a great Grievance, 
VI. 652. Tet pleaded for by the Roma- 
niſts, 729. And ſometimes very frequent, V. 
pp p. 710. 4 Method preſcribed for pro- 
ceeding in them, Pp P- 713 
Appeals to the Catholick Church, VI. 730 
Courts of Appeal, III. 752 
Appropriations, III. 685, 687 —— 693, 
775. Their firſt Riſe bere, 615, 686. The 
ill Effects of them, 650. How far exempt 
from the Ordinary's Juriſdiction, 739. 233 
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Aquinas's meaning explained, V. pp p. 

2 He aſſerts the ſame Worſhip bs e bs 
ven to Chriſt and to his Image, p p p. 569. 
Arabians, what ſort of Hiftorians, I. 32. 33. 

The Religion of the old Arabs deſcribed, V. 
PPP- 37: What ſort of Stone they worſhip- 
ped, r 
Archbiſhops. See Metropolitans. Archbiſhop 
of Canterbury's Juriſdiction leſſened, but re- 
flored again, III 771. Their ancient Pow- 
er, 14, Were in the Weſtern Churches be- 
fore St, Auguſtin, 211. This Title not gi- 
ven St. Auguſtin by Gregory, 14 
Archdeacons, II. 654, 699, 700 

Archi Synagogues, II. 308, 312. They were 

freely choſen, and not by virtue of any Law 


commanding it, 312, 313. Were in a Poſt 
of Honour, not of Power, 313 
Arch Presbyters, III. 654 


Argzus, ( Alount ) worſhipped by the Cappa- 
docians, V. pp p. 413 
Arguments when weak diſſerve a Cauſe, IV. 
106. As is ſhewn in the Caſe of the Roma- 


niſts, 107 


Arians uſed tricks to conceal their Principles, 


IIl. 94, &c. They prevailed but little in| 


the Weſtern Churches, whilſt Conſtans lived, 
104, 105. But upon his death the caſe was 
' much altered, 105, 106. Upon what ac- 
count they were charged with Idolatry, V. 


455. VI. 95, 96, 97, 98, 99. They 
. of being miſrepreſented by their 


Opponents, VI. 516 
Ariſtodemus, II. 46 | 
Ariſtotle, IT. 49, 50, 51, 52 


The Ark, bow capable of receiving all the Ani- 
mals which were ordered into it, I. 344, 
345. What meant by the Jews worſhipping 
of the Ark. V. pp p. 519, 520. 

Arles, The Council there, III. 47, 48, 52, 
52, 54, 55+ The 2d Council there has a re- 
markable Canon againſt Idolatry, V. ppp. 
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Artemon, | III. 441 

King Arthur. See King. | 

Articles of the Church of England, IV. 53, 
54. VI. 58, 59, 716, 717. How expoun- 

died by St. Clara, VI. 719, 720 

Articles of Faith. See Faith and Salvation. 

Arviragus, ſaid to be a Britiſh King, but 
without proof, III. 19, 20, 21, 22 

Aſhton's Paper left with the Sheriff, III. 966, 


967. Reflections upon it, 968, &c. 
Asking Bleſing, VI. 169 
Aſiarchæ, III. 51. 52 
Aſſiſtance. See Legionary. 

Aſtronomy's fir /f 52 * . 77 


Athanaſius flattered by bis Enemys. III. 103. 


His Creed ( ſo called) cleared from Contra- |- 


dictions, 463, 464, 465, 466, 467, 468, 
469, VI.'632, 633. By whom thought to 


be made, and when, IV. 37. It's firſt and 
laft Clauſes juſtified, VI. 633. Its Do- 
dr ine, as to the Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt, 
IV. 68. Its Articles how neceſſary . to be 


believed, 68, 69, 70. An Inference from it, 


5 . 560 
Atheiſm's ff Riſe, I. 229, 230. It's Ole: 
Jonableneſs, 23 1, &c. II. 80, &c. III. 355 
Athelſtan. See King. 725 ; 
Athenagoras. See Antiquity. He was againſt 

the worſhipping any of the Parts of the Uni- 

verſe, | 


Athenians condemned for Idolatry by St. Paul, 


1 V. 43 
Atlas ( Mount) worſhipped by » Iababi 
tants of Weſt Barbary, V. ppp. 413 
Attacotti, who, II, 179 
Attrition, VI. 482, 574 


St. Auguſtin of Hippo, makes none Here- 
ticks for denying the new Trent-Articles, IV. 
67. His Doctrine concerning the liberty of 
the Will, III. 124. The grounds he went 
upon in his account of Hereſies, IV. 66. His 


whatever the Church defines, 75, 76, 77. 
His preference of Scripture before the Autho- 
rity of the Church, 78, 79, 80, 81, 82. 
A noted Saying of his, 2 inſiſted up- 
on by the Romaniſts, namely, that he would 
not believe the Goſpel, but for the 
Authority of the Church, 210, 211, 
212, 213. Two other Sayings of his taken 
notice of, 275. And a Fourth, 331, 332. 

is Opinion concerning the Catboliciſm o 
the Church of Rome, 298, 299. His Teſti- 


mom, together with that of ſome other of the 


Fathers, againſt the Worſhip of Images, An- 
gels, or Saints, V. ppp. 35.— 68, 
Hie denies any religious Worſhip to 5 Aar- 
tyrs, - 390, 391, 392, 393. How he 
was 24 t off from Manicheiſm, pp p. 
Ea 605, 606 
An 2 the Monk challenges a Superiority over 
the 


Britiſh Biſbops, III. 221, 222. Which 


they abſolutely refuſe, 222, 223, 224, 225 
14 2 725 him from the Pope, 22 2. 
His manner of Addreſs to the Britiſh Bi- 
ſhops, 223. The true reaſon of their obſer- 
ving whether he would riſe to them at their 
entrance, ibid. Not the firſt Converter of 
the Engliſh to Chriſtianity, V. p p p. 672, 
674. Whether a Benedictine, or not, p p p. 
675, 676. His Rules very different from 
thoſe of St. Benedict. PP p- 677, 678 
Auricular Confeſion. See Confer ion. 
Authority of the Guides of the Church, V. 
p p. 54 — 65. The Pope's pretended Au- 
thority has given great diſturbance to the 
Chriſtian World, 138, 139, 140, 141 


Auxerre, The Synod thers againſt Idolatry, V. 
| Pp P. 415 


Baal, 


pinion concerning the neceſity of. believing. 
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Aal, 
Babel. See Confuſion of Languages. 
Bacchus ſeems to have been Noah, 
Though by ſome taken for Nimrod, 371 
9 Caſe, | III. 950, 951 
Baluzius republiſhed Agobardus's Book, V. 
35. Which he owns was cenſured by Baro- 
nius and the Spaniſh Index, yet confeſſes be 
ſays no more than the Gallican Church be- 

| lieved in that Age, ibid. 
Banchor, how far from Cheſter, III. 127. 
Furniſhed with learned Men at the coming of 
Auguſtin into England, ihid, 
Baptiſm to be publickly adminiſtred, III. 668, 
669. How proved from Scripture, IV. 
101, 102, 103. The Form of it a ſtan- 
ding Argument againſi the Socinians, III. 
486— 502, Baptiſm of Infants main- 


tain d, IV. 159, 162, 163 
St. Barr's Miracles, | V.pp. 214 
St. Barra. See Schotinus. 


Bartholomew ( Fryar of Durham) bis Ali- 
racle, V. p p. 209. He aſſſis St. Goodric, 
| p p. 210 
Baxter's Opinion of the preſent Separation, II. 
560. An account of ſome of bis Mritiugs, 
450, 451. His Anſwer to the Guild-hall- 


Sermon, i 458 
Becket, (Thomas) Archbiſhop of Canterbu- 


ry, V. ppp. 710, 711,712. He oppoſes 
12 Civil Aus 713. Was of the ſame 


Principles with Pope Gregory VIIth. pp p. 


710, 713,714, 715, 717. Broke bis Word, 


to the King, pp. 717. Refuſed to obey 
him, ibid. Appealed to the Pope, pp p. 
718. Charged the King with Tyranny, ibid. 
An account of bis Treaſon, III. 825, 827, 
| 28 
Bellarmin weakly vindicated in relation to the 
Conncil of Epheſus, IV. 82, 83. An en- 
deavour to reconcile him and Stapleton, 93, 
94. Why diſpleaſed at the Synod of Paris, 
V. 25. He grants as great a Hypoſtatical 
Union between Chriſt and the Sacrament, as 
between the Divine Nature and the Humane, 


WT 
Bells made great acconnt of amongſt the Iriſh 
Saints, 


V. 100. His Ignorance and Fanaticiſm, V. 
100, 101, 102. He is ſaid to be 
ſtrian Family, pp p. 643. His Rule, 
PP p. 628, 644, 645. Not written by Di- 
dine Revelation, pPP-. 628, 629, 630, 
631. Taken out of others, ppp. 633. 
Manifeſt Signs of humane Weakneſs in it, 


pp p. 640, 641, $4.2. The Entertainment 
it met with in France Þ p. 646, 647, 
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St. Benedict a deſpiſer of Learning, III. 128. 


8 Au- B 


| 648. The Cluniacks and-Giſtercians quar- 


rel about it, PP P-+ 648, 649 
Benedifines, whether the Converters of the 
Englith, V. ppp. 675, 676, 677, 680 
681. Whether capable of Prieftbood, 'or ”o, 


p pp. 682. _ When, and how that Order 
came into England, ibid. 
Benignus's Miracles, V. pp. 209 


Beoanus, how ſaid to be cured by St. Ita, V. 
| | | : PP. 210 
Beornredus, King of Mercia depoſed, III. 
| | 9 
Berengarius's two Recantations, VI. 429, = 
St. Berinthus's delightful Iſland, V. p p. 214 
Bern. The notorious Impoſture of the Domini- 
cans there, V. pp. 242, 241, 242 
St. Bernac's Miracles, V. p p. 208 
St. Bernard examined as to a Paſſage of bis, 
| IV. 330, 331 
Beroſus, I. 28. His Hiſtory, 29. The time 
of its writing, 33, 34. 
Bertha, Queen to Ethelbert, King of Kent, 
V. p p p. 673. The Converſion of the Saxons 
owing to her, | ibid. 
Bertram's Doctrine concerning the Real Preſence 
in the Eucharift, VI. 20. De Marca's Er- 
rour concerning him detected, 21. 4s alſo 
Perron's, Mauguin's, Cellotius's and Ar- 
naud's, „ | 21;; 22 
Dr. Beveridge's Refuſal of the Biſhoprick of 
Bath and Wells, upon what Reaſons, III. 
959, 960. The Scandal and Folly of it, 
950, 961. Whether he could think it unlaw- 
ful to accept ſuch a Biſhoprick, 962. His 
Caſe compared with that of George of Cap- 
padocia, | 962, 963, 964 
Beza, of the Power of Excommunication, II. 


59 
Bibles of Sixtus V. and Clement VIII. — 
different, IV. 207, 208. . The vulgar Tran- 
ation of the Bible, VI. 551 552, 588, 
5 735 
Bibliotheca Capitolina, III. 132 
Birinus, firſt Preacher of Chriſtianity among/t 
the Welt Saxons, V. ppp. 683 
Biſhops. See Epiſcopacy, Names, Tempo- 
ralities. | . 
Biſhops baniſhed, See African. 
Biſhop Andrews, of tbe Sacrifice of the Maſs, 
VI. 179. Biſhop Blandford's Diſcourſe 
ſaid to be had with the Datcheſs of York, 
VI. 657, 658, 742. Biſbup of Meaux's 
Book, 708, 709, Bijhop Morley, 741 
iſhops, bow ancaently choſen, Til. 60, 61. 
No reaſon to queſtion a Succeſſion of Biſhops 
in this Nation from the firſt founding of the 
Britiſh Church, II. 48, 49, 50, 51, 52. 
Biſhops owned by St. Jexom to be the Apoſtles 
Succeſſors, 621, 622. Aud ver) juſtly, 622. 
Their Duty as ſuch, 622, 623. Their Au- 
thority over the Presbyters, $35, 636, 637, 
699, 
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699, 701, 702. Their ſeveral Officers or 
Aſiſtants, 654. Their Courts, 654, 655. 
They have the Right of admitting the Fre- 
ſentee to a Benefice, 724, 725, 726. Aud 
a Right of Collation upon lapſe, 726, 727. 
And again of making an avoidance by Depri- 
vation, or Refignation, 727. lay refuſe to 


accept a Reſignation, 731. Fourteen Popiſh | 


Biſhops depoſed in Queen Elizabeth's Reign, 
766. The Pope threatens to Excommunicate 
the Biſhops, V. pp p. 730. Biſhops and 
Sheriffs ſat together, by the Laws of Edgar, 
and Canutus, in the ſame County-Court, 
PP p. 715. Biſhops may in ſome ſenſe be 
called the King's Judges, III. 758, 759. 
Biſhops depoſed. See Tunbert, Wilfrid, 
Wintrid. Whether our Biſhops may be pre- 
ſent in the Houſe of Lords, and Vote in Capi- 
tal Caſes, 8 14. They fit in Parliament as 
Barons, 814, 815, 854 -— 864. Are 


ſummoned by the ſame kind of M rits with | 


the other Barons, 815. And bave there- 


fore aRight to ſit and voté in Bills of Attain 


der, ibid. Have been often comprebended 
under the Names of Grantz, Peers, and 
Lords of Parliament, 845, 846, nj Are 
not forbidden to meddle at all in ſecular Af 
fairs, 816, 817, 818, 819, 820. The Con- 
fiitutions of Clarendon cited againſt Biſhops 
voting in Capital Caſes, 820. But to 10 
purpoſe, 820, 821, 822, 823, 824, 825, 
826, 827, 828. 4 Statute of the 11th of 
Richard II. urged againſt it, 828, 829. 
But to as little purpoſe as the former, 829, 
830, 831, 832, 833, 834. Several Prece- 


dents relating to it conſidered, 838 — 854. | 


Whether Biſhops are to be tried by their 
Peers, or a common Ju y, 855, 856, 857, 
858, 859, 860, 861, 862, 863. , bcther 
they fit in Parliament as a Third Eſtate, or 

not, 864. 876. Intruſion falſly char- 
ged upon Queen Elizabeth's Biſhops, IV. 
366, 367, 368. The Power of depoſing 
Biſhops was in a Provincial Synod, 384, 
385. Of the Title of Univerſal Biſbop. 
See Pope. Asking a Biſhop's Blefing. See 
Asking. No reaſon to queſtion a Succeſſion 
of Biſhops here, from the firſt founding of 
the Britiſh Church, III. 48. See Britiſh. 

1 and Loofmg, II. 290. How under- 
ſtood by the Jew1ſh Rabbies, 309 

Bland ford. See Biſhop. 

Bleſſing. See Asking. 

Blood, whether to be eaten by Chriſtians, II. 
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Bocland, III. 754 
Body, determined to a place, VI. 633, 634. 
Bolleyn (Ann) VI. 746 
Bonaventure's Halter, VI. 630 


Bonds of Reſignation. Se Reſignation. 
- Boniface's pretty Miracles, V.pp p. 226 


| Boniface VIIIth's Proof, that there muſt 


be but one Chief Prieſt, and ſo but one Pope, 


I. 201 
Books, why fold here at better Rates than in 
our Neighbour-Countrys, VI. 38 


Bowing at the Name of Jeſus, II. 633, 634. 
Towards the Altar, V. 41. ppp. 573, 574, 
575. VI. 69, 70, 71, 74, 75, 76, 77, 91, 
£ 2, 115 
Brachman's Religion, V. pp p. Mi Aud 
manner of Worſhip, p P p. 412 
Bracthan, a Stone about which are 1 fa- 
bulous Traditions, V. ppp- 409, 410 
Braga; the Council there bas a remarkable Ca- 
non againſt Idolatry, V. p p p. 415 
St. Brendan's Miracles, V. p p. 214, 215 
St. Brigit's Revelations, V. 94, 99. Con- 
trary to St. Catharine's, 95, 96. Her Blaſ- 
phemy, | Io 
Bretagn in France, III. 218. How the Bri- 
tains ſeem to haue firft ſettled there, 218, 
229, 220 
Briſtol, III. 909 
Britain, how far conquered by Julius Cæſar, 
III. 900. hence ſo called, 920. Invaded 
on the South by the Scots from Ireland, 149. 
And on the North by the Picts from Scan- 
dinavia, ibid. The Roman Province he 
how bounded, 15 1. The Caledonian Bri- 
tains whence derived, 153. The Southern 
Britains from the Celtæ, ibid. The Britiſh 
Iſlands, and ſome of the Celtæ renounced 
the Roman Empire, and took up Arms in 
their own Defence, 183. The Britains aſ- 
ſifted by Stilicho, 184. They ſolicite the 
Romans a 2d time for Supplies, 184, 185. 
The Britains Vall, where. See Wall. Their 
Complaints to Aëtius, 187. Their Legio- 
nary Aſſiſtance, what, and when given, 188, 
189. They ſend-for the Saxons to come to 
their Afpſtance, 189. The dreadful Chara- 
cer Gildas gives of their Manners, ibid. 
Their Conflicts with the Saxons, 200,201, 202. 
Their Afairs under Ambroſius Aurelianus, 
203, 204. They ſoon fall into Civil Diſſeu- 
tions, 206. How converted to Chriſtianity,615, 
V. ppb. 573, 674. Britain, a place of con- 
fiderable Trade before the coming of Cæſar 
hither, 919. Whether known to the Greeks 
before Cæſar's time, 921. Not anciently 
ſubje@ to the See of Rome, IV. 395, 396, 
397, 398. See Appeals, and Pope. 
Britains, why ſaid to be derived from Brute, 
III. 172, 173. When 75 converted to the 
Chriftian Faith, 2. A Paſſage of Gildas on 
this Subject explained, 3, 4. Not converted 
by Joſeph of Arimathea, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8. 
Not one Teſtimony reaching this Point, that 
is not taken from the Glaſſenbury Legends, 
8, 9. The Teſtimony of St. Patrick's Char- 
ter conſidered, 9, 10, 11. King Ina's largs 
B Char. 


zhabetical Table 


Charter conſidered. Whether there was ever 
a Britiſh Church built in the es Days, 
22, 23. Whether the Britains were conver- 
ted by St. Paul, 24. He had leiſure enough 
for it, 25, 26, 27. And bad ſufficient In- 
vitation and Encouragement to it, 27, 28. 
and was moſt likely to come bither of any of 
the Apoſtles, 28, 29. No evidence of St. 
Peter's coming hither, 29, 30. The Succeſ- 
fron of this Church proved from Tertullian, 
31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36. Aud from Ori. 

en, 36. There might be a Chriſtian Church 
ere in the time of King Lucius, though not 
firſt founded by him, 42, 43, 44. Whether 
this Church ſuffered Perſecution in Diocleſi- 
an's Reign, 44, 45, 46. Three Britiſh Bi. 
ſhops at the Council of Arles, 47, 48. Some 
Biſbops from hence probably at the Council of 
Nice, 56, 57. The Britiſh Churches wot 
ſubjet to the Roman Patriarch, 66, &c. 
An account of their Faith, 108, 109, 
112 121. Their Publick Service, 
134, &c. Britiſh Biſhops at the Council of 
Ariminum, 109. The Britiſh Monaſtar ies 
10 elder than St. Patrick's time, 115. No 
reaſon to queſtion the Succeſſton of Biſhops 
bere, from the firſt founding of the Britiſh 
Church, 48. Though not taken up from the 
Heathen Flamines and Archflamines, 49, 
50, 51, 52. The firft occaſion of the Declen- 
fron of the Britiſh Churches, from the Picts 
and Scots, 178, 179, 182, 185. The ha- 
vock made in them, 202, 203. Their ſaid 
State in King Arthur's time, 214, 215. 
The firſt exerciſe of Religion then in Wales, 
215, 216, 217, 218. Theenmity of the Sa- 
xons to the Britiſh Churches and their Reli- 
gion, 221. The Liberty and Independency of 
theſe Churches, 221, 222, 223, 224, 225 

Broſſier (Martha) ber pretended Poſſeſion with 
an Evil Spirit, V. p; pp. 248 

Brown (the Father of the Browniſts, ) ſubmit- 
ted at length to the Archbiſhop, and ſubſcri- 
bed, but with what ſincerity, II. 492. And 
took the Parſonage of Achurche in Nor- 
thamptonſhire, ibid. 

Bruchion, what, III. 131 

Bruno, Founder of the Carthugian Order, 


V. ppp. 052, 653 
Ks 


T C's manner of Writing obſerved, IV. 1, 
WD 2, 3, 4 
Cadmus's Name, I. 13. The ſame with O- 
gyges, ibid. Whobe was thought to be, 14. 
he Author of Letters amonſt the Grecians, 


Cair Celemon, or Celemion, III. 909 
Cair Ceri, III. 909, 910 
Caerleon, III. 912. The Archbiſbops See re- 


way to Landaff, 126, 224. 
Cair Draitun, (3% lh 913 
Cair Ebranc, III. 419 


1 
Cair Maunguid, Mancheſter, III. 5 5 
Cair Meiguod, or Meiguaid, III. 912, 913 
Cair Penſavelcoit, | III. 908, 909 
Cair Peris, Porcheſter, III. 908 
Cair Ceinte, i. e. Canterbury, III. 904. 
Vas unqueſtionably & City in the time of the 
Romans, ibid. By whom built, 904, 905. 
How made the Metropolit ical See, 924. The 
| . firſt Archbilbops there, 925. See Canterbu- 


Calves of Jeroboam, at Dan, and Bethel. V. 
p p p. 539, 540, 541 
Calvin's Judgment of the Englith Liturgy and 
Ceremonies, II. 475, 476, 477, 559. And 
of the Power of Excommunication, 597 
Camalodunum, what place, III. 906 


III. 906 
Candles. See Holy. „ 
Canon of Scripture. See Scripture. 
Canon-Law. See Law. 

Canonici, III. 927, 928. Regulares, 928 
Canonization. Afrracles required for the Per- 
ſon to be Canonized, 
Canons. See Councils. 
Canons Eccle/iaftical, by what Authority obli- 
gatory, III. 699, 703, 704, 705. How far 
they oblige, 708, 509, 710, 711, 712. Ca- 
nons of 1640. 707. What Cuſtoms vacate 


Canons regularly made, o, 710 
Canterbury, whether a Church rf Benedi- 
Ctins, | V. pp p. 680 


Capitol, by hom erected, V. pp p. 12. To 
whom dedicated, pP p- 13 
Caradoc's Aſirac les, V. pp. 210 
Des Cartes. See Cauſes. Aimed at Certain- 
ty by Ideas, III. 580, 581. His Idea of 
Space, 583, 584. His Proof from an Idea 
conſidered, II. 83, 84, 85, 86, 93 
Caſes of Conſcience to be reſolved, III. 669, 670 


Catechizing, III. 627, 628, 629, 668. Ro- 
man Catechiſm explains the Senſe of the Coun- 
cil of Trent, VI. 425. Of what Authority 
it is, ibid. Catechiſm. See Raccovian. 

St. Catharine's Revelations in oppoſition to St. 
Brigit, V. 94, 95. She could not only ſee 


; ibid. 

Cajetan againſt modern Miracles, V. p p p- 
227 

Cair Caratauc, III. 903 


Ca- 


4 


moved from hence to St. Davids, and by the 


Caermarthen, axczently Cair Merdin, III. 


ry. | 
Calf (Golden) an Idol, V.pp p. 534, 535 


Cambridge, called Cair Granth, or Grant, . 


V. pp. 262 


Caſſander, IV. 584 
Caſſiterides, III. 919 
Caſtinus ſent into Spain, III. 185 


Souls, but ſmell them too, 95 
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Catharinus, againſt the neceſſity of the Prieſt ; 
Intention to the being of a Sacrament, IV. 


; i IS 
Cathedrals and their Furiſdictions, III. 769, 
779, 771, 772,773, 774. The Uſefulneſs of 


them to the Biſhop, 929, 930. For the| 


Publick Worſhip of God, 930, 931, 932, 
933. And in order to the Propagation of 


Religion, 533, 934, 935, 936 
Catholick Do@rines, what, IV. 255, "256, 


357, 358, 35 
Catholick Church. See chu ric 
Cauſes Final, to be duly attended to, II. 81, 
82, 93, 94, 95, 96, 97, 98. Mechanical, 
or Matter and Motion, 99, 100. Could not 
of themſelves rar the World, 101, 102. 
Des Cartes: Principles concerning them, 101. 
Their Tendency to Atheiſm, 102, &s. The 
Inſufficiency of bis Catholick Laws of Moti- 
on, 109, 110, 111, 112, 113. And that 
they do not give a ſati factory Account of the 
making of the Univerſe, 113, 114, 115, 
| 5 116 
Celtæ worſhipped a great Oak for Jupiter, V. 
3 I PPP. 413 
Cenſures Eccleſiaſtical, II. 421, Cc. 
Centuriatores Magdeburgenſes, concerning the 
Divine Right of Epiſcepacy, II. 405 
Cerdic lands with Saxon Forces near Yar- 
mouth, III. 207. Aud beats the Britains, 
| 207, 208, 209 
Ceremonies, II. 6 23. See alſo-Bowing and Croſs, 
Crocius and Davenant. Of 3 ſorts, 553. The 
| Ceremonial part of the Jewiſh Law not malte- 
rable, I. 128, 129, 130, 131, 132, 133. The 
Ground of theſe Ceremonies, 137, 138, 139, 
140. Many Ceremonies amongſt the Luthe- 
rans, 552. Thoſe retained in our Church, 
477- And why, 478. No juſt Cauſe of 

: Separation, 551, 552, 553, 554 
Ceremonies, of what Eſteem in the Church of 
Rome, II. 626, 627. VI. 583. How made 
parts of Divine Worſhip, 627, 628 
Cerinthus's Heretical Doctrines, VI. 624, 
625 
Certainty. See Ideas. The Principle of it, 
II. 460. Founded in the neceſſary Exiſtence 
of a Being abſolutely perfect, I. 145. What- 
ever God reveals is certain, ibid. Aud 
therefore to be believed as ſuch, 146, 147. 
The moſt certain things not without their Dif- 
Fculties, II. 120. The Grounds of Certain- 
ty according to Des Cartes, III. 542, 544. 
Certainty by Senſe, or Phyſical Certainty, III. 
565. VI. 87. By Reaſon, III. 565. VI. 
8). By Remembrance, III. 565. By Faith, 
568, 569. VI. 87, 88. Of Knowledge, 
III, 558, 569. Intrinſick Grounds of Cer- 
tainty, bow far neceſſary, VI. 369, 370, 
371. Some things certain without Revela- 


to be ſuppoſed, before we can believe any 
thing on the account of Divine Revelation, 
ibid. What kind of Certainty we have of 
the Principles of Religion, VI. 88, 89. Mo- 
ral Certainty enquired into, 86, 87. IV. 199. 
Metaphyſical Certainty, VI. 86. This the 
main Foundation of al Religion, IV. 199, 200. 
And yields ſufficient Aſſurance that the 
Chriſtian Religion is infallibly true, 200, 
201, Proteſtants certain of their Faith, V1. 
191 — 204. More certain than the Ro- 
maniſts, 368, 369, 370, 371, 372, 373, 
374, 375, 376. True Certainty attainable 
without Infallibility, IV. 172, 173, 179, 
180. VI. 385, 386, 433 

Cæſar, bow far he conquered Britain, III. 897, 
898, 899, 900 

Chaldeans, I. 25. Their Advantage as to the 
Knowledge of former times, above other Hea- 

_ then Nations, 26. See Chronology. + 
A Chancellor of a Dioceſe's Power not deter- 
mined by any Law, III. 730. How long his 
Patent laſts in force, ibid. 
Charity Roman Catholic, handſomely repri- 
manded, * . 581, 582, 583 
King Charles I. aſiſted the Danes againſt the 


Emperor, III. 972, 973. And e 


French for the Preſervation of the Reforma- 
tion, Z | 9735. 974 
Charters examined, namely, St. Auguſtine's, 
III. 12, 13, 14. King Ethelbert's, 12. 
Of Everſham-Abbey, 16. Of Glaſſenbury 
from Henry II. 18. King Ina's, 11, 12, 
"3, 44, 30+ 
hen they were firlt counterfeited, 15 
Chaucer againſt the Friars, V. p pp. 657, 
: | 558, 659, 660 
Chemnitius's Fudgment concerning Epiſcopacy, 


II. 404, 405 
Cherubims never worſhipped, V. p p p. 520, 


521 
Chillingworth upon the ſame Subject, II. 404 
China, with the Meaſures of the Miſionaries 
there, VI. 149, 150; 151 
Chineſes's Religion, 2 p P. 44 
Choice of Paſtors, See Paſtors. Of Biſhops. 
See Biſhops. 
Chorepiſcopi, II. 386 
* 8 among ſt the Jews, II. 310. His 
Office, 311 
Chriſm. See Holy Oil. VI. 476, 477, 
490, 494, 496 
Chriſt, the only begotten Son of God Ill. A - R 
VI. 628. How the World was prepared 72 
his Appearance, I. 29, 30. The Circumſtan- 
ces of bis Incarnation and Paſſion foretold, 
119. No Contradiction in bis Aſſumption 
of our Nature, VI. 638. He conformed to 
the receivꝰd Cuſtoms amongſt the Jews, II. 
314. Of the Doctrine of bis Satisfaction 
for our Sins, See Satisfaction and Unita- 


tion, III. 570. Some antecedent Principles 


rians. 


St. Patrick's, 9, 10, 11. 
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1 


rians. His Prie/tly Office had a primary 
Reſpect to God, and not to us, III. 307, 
308, 309, 310, 311. In what Senſe be 
came to ſave Sinners, 346, 347. The Cha- 
racter given of him by the Apoſtles, 349, 
350. He ſlood in our ſtead, and was made 
Sin for us, 359. The Oppoſers of bis Hu- 
manity how ſilenced, VI. 688, 689. His 
Divinity, 690. Proved from the Worſhip 
required in Scripture to be paid him, 619, 
620, 621. And from expreſs Declara- 
tions in Scripture, 618, 622, 623, 624, 
625, 626, 627. How ſaid to be One with 
the Father, 623, 624. Nor doth the Seri- 
pture any where contradid this, 625, 626. 
Proofs for it from Cardinal Bellatmine, 628. 


His Command to Render unto Cæſar the 


things that are Cæſars, III. 954, 956. 
Some thought the Sun to be Chriſt, and wor- 
ſhipped it as ſuch, V. pp p. 673. The 
main Ground the Primitive Chriſtians had as 
to the Truth and Certainty of bis Doctrine, 
I. 178 —195 

Chriſtian Liberty, See Liberty. 
Chriſtianity, when planted in England, V. 
pp p. 670. See Britain. Was in King 
Ethelbert's Court 30 Tears before Auguſtin 
the Monk, 5 
Chriſtians, for ſome time reckoned as one Body 
with the Jews, II. 315. Their wicked 
Lives a ſore Prejudice to Religion, III. 618, 
619. The ancient Chriſtians were declared 
Enemies to Image-Weorſhip, V. p p p. 444,445, 


446, 447. And refuſed to worſhip the Ima-| 


ges of the Emperors, though only acknowledg'd 
to be God's Creatures, p p p. 454, 458. 
How deſirous they were to clear themſelves of 
the Calumnies raiſed againſt them, VI. 502 
Chriſtmas, why called Yeul, III. 213 
Chronology of the Heat hens uncertain, I. 45, 
46, 555 56, 57> 58, 59, 60. Of the E- 
gyptians, 47, 48, 51, 52, 53- Of the 
Chaldeans, | 49, 
A Church, what, II. 251, 252, 253. Ho 
far built upon a Divine Right, 199. How 
Fear upon the Law of Nature, 200, Cc. How 
- far upon God's Poſitive Laws, 249, Os. How 
ſfſubject to the Civil Magiſtrate, 181, 182, 
183, 104, 185 

Church's Conſtitution and Government. See A- 
poſtles and Dioceſan Epiſcopacy. Diffe- 
rent from that of the Common-wealth, 1 80, 
181, 275, 276, 604, 605. Andcan ſub- 
I diſtin from the other, 423, 424. Has 

a diſtin Charter, 424, 4.25, 426. Diſtinct 
Officers, 426, _ Diftin# Rights, 427, 
And different Ends of its Conſlitution, 1bid. 
Different Offences alſo may be committed a- 
gainſt it, 427, 428. Its Government ahſo- 
Intely neceſſary, 251. Tet left to particular 
Churches to determine, 161. 


50. 


To be admi- 


mſired by Officers of Divine Appointment, 
254. This a Law of perpetnal Obligation, 
as is proved, Firſt, Becauſe the ſame Reaſon 
for it continues, 255, 256. Secondly, From 
_ the Divine Declarations concerning it, 257, 
258, 259, 260. Thirdly, Becauſe the Church 
it ſelf cannot otherwiſe be preſerved, 260, 
261, It ſhall always remain in being, 425, 
426. Whether any particular Form of it 
were ſettled upon a Divine Right, 157,&c. 
251. Whether any Form once agreed upon 
be ſo, 160. Its Form under the Law, 261, 
262, 263. How far Chriſtians are bound 
to obſerve that, 263, 264. Whether any 
particular Form of Church-Government was 
neceſſarily to be ordained hy Chriſt, 253, 
254, 265. No Neceſſity of inferi ing it from 
the Jewiſh State, 253, 254, 265, 266, 
267, 268. Nor from the General Rules 
laid down in the New Teſtament, 373. Nov 
from the Conſideration of our Saviour as a 
Legiſlator, 273, 274, 275. Nor from the 
Similitudes the Church is ſet out by in Scri- 
pture, 275. Nor from the Difference betwixt 
Civil and Eccleſiaſtical Governments, 275, 
276. Nor from the Perfe@ien of Scripture, 
279, 280. Nor from the Calling of the A. 
Paſtles, 282. Arguments to prove that Chrift 
did not inſtitute any one Form of Govern- 
ment in his Church, 269, 270, 271, 272. 
The Superiority of ſome Church-Officers over 
others, not contrary to the Rule of the Go- 
ſbel, 272. To have Power over more than 
one Congregation, not repugnant to the Con- 
ſtitution of Churches in the Apoſtolical times, 
ibid. What Officers in the Church may be 
ſaid to be new, 2 The Churches Polity 
in the Ages after the Apoſtles, 372, &c. All 
make uſe of thoſe things in Church-Govern- 
ment, which have no other Foundation but 
humane Prudence, 417. The Church's Go- 
vernment on Earth not Monarchical, IV. 
| 443 —— 453 

Church-Power, what, II. 420. Not merely 
arbitrary, 4.21, 4.22, 424, 425, 426, 427. 
As appears from its implying a Right in ſome 
of infliding Cenſures, 428. And becauſe 
every Soctety that ſubſiſts by ver tue of a Di- 
vine Conſtitution, muſt by vertue of that Con- 
litution have all Power neceſſary for its Pre- 
ſervation in Peace, Purity, and Unity, 428. 
And from the ſpecial Appointment of parti- 
cular Officers by Chriſt, 429, 430. And a- 
gain becauſe the Church may exerciſe its Power 
on ſuch as have not actualhj confederated 
with her, 430. And from our Saviour's 
Gift of the Keys, 431, 432. Nor is Sub- 
miſſion due to theſe Officers only by Compact, 
432. For every one that enters this Society 
is bound to conſent before be does it, ibid. 
Nor can any Society ſubſift without ſuch Sub- 


miſſion, 
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niſdon, ibid. The Extent of this Power, 
33. The Subject of it, 421. Not neceſ- 
 ſarily to be upheld by the Civil Power, 422, 


* 


| 4.23 
Church's Rights in a Chriſtian State, VI. 655 
Church-Cenſures. See Cenſures. 


Church, in a growing State during the Times 
of the New 9 — II. 268. Every Aſi- 


niſter of the Goſpel has a Power. reſpecting 
the Church in common, 278, 279. The 
Church's Rights and Liberties ſecured in the 
firſt place in the Laws of King Edward, III. 
746. And in the Great Charter, ibid. I 
the Enquiry after an Infallible Church, ſome 


particular Church muſt be meant, IV. 4, 5. 


And the Romaniſts always attribute this Pre- 
rogative to their own Church, 6. The Church in 
Communion with Rome, neitber Catbolick 
nor Infallible, ibid. The right way of judg- 
ing what Church I am to be of, 1 
Churches, bow firſt ſettled, II. 385, 386, 387. 
Their Increaſe, 387, 388. Their Government 
different in different places, 389, 390. Some 
them ſaid to be governed only by Presby- 
ters, ibid. Aud others of them to have been 
npon ſome occaſions a conſiderable time with- 
out Biſhops, 390. They are ſaid to bave been 
conformable to the Civil Government, 391, 
392. Had Endowments before Conſtantine's 
time, III. 110. Though augmented by bim, 
111, 112. What Churches planted by the 
Apoſtles, and with what Succeſs, II. 357, 
358. What Form of Government ſettled in 
them by the Apoſtles. See Apoſtles. Subur- 

- bicary Churches, | 
Churches in the Houſes of Priſcilla, Aquila, 
Cc. II. 578, 579. The Church at Ceu- 
chrea, 576, 577. Church at Jeruſalem, 
| 377 
Church National, how diſtinguiſhed from a 
Cbriſtian Kingdom, II. 604, 5. National 
Churches not to be ſeparated from, 607, 
608: The Difference between The Church 
and A Church; and between a True Church 


and a Right Church, IV. 284, 285. 4 


particular Church may reform it ſelf, 351, 
352, 353, 354, 355, 362, 363, 364, 


l.. n, 724; 725 
Church Catbolick, what, IV. 47, 282. Wh 


y 

' ſo called, 288, 289. The Catholick Church 
taken either, for a ſound Church, and of a 
rigbt Faith, VI. 671. Or with reſpect to 
Perſons and Places, 671, 672. Of this ſee 
Church of Rome, Different Communions 
may be in the Catholick Church, 675, 678, 
679. Whether (ſhe hath erred in receiving 
the. Books of Scripture, IV. 184, 319, 320, 


Church Has no Power to make new Articles 
Faith, IV. 61, 62 


IV. 380 


3217 


of | 


. theſe determined by the Church, 178, 


He that hears not the Church, in what Senſe 
to beeſteemed as a Heathen and Publican, 
IV. 67. Whether any. of its Determinations 
may be 5 againſt, 87, 88. Stapleton's 
Opinion for them, 93, 94. Bellarmine's 

againſt them, ibid. Notes of the Church, 
128; 129, 130, 131, 132, 133. Scri- 
pture conveyed down to ns by the Church, 

32, 733. Eaftern and Weſtern Churches 
ow firſt divided from each other, VI. 676 

Churches ſettled for the Worſhip of God, II. 
202, 203, 204; 205, 206, 207. The 

Strifneſs uſed by the Primitive Chriſtians in 

admitting Members into them, 239. The 

Privilege of ſuch Admiſion, 240. What ſort 

of Covenant neceſſary in order-to it, 241, 

242. IWhat things are left undetermined by 

divine poſitive Laws, the Church may practice 

as it pudges moſt agreeable to the Rule of the 

Nord, 3: Things determined both 7 | 

Laws of Nature, and poſitive Laws of God, 

but not as to the Circumſtances, may have 


I79. 

The Church may likewiſe determine — 9 
things indifferent in themſelves, 179, 180, 
185, 186, 187, 188, 189. It has no di- 
rect immediate Power over Mens private Opi- 
nions, 221, 222. Let every one is bound to 
ſuhmit to its Determinations in things not de- 
ter mined by the Law of God, 232. The 
Lawfulneſs of the wr — Government over 
many Congregations aſſerted, 235, 236, 237. 
The Pimie Chaiges wor ade Chr fits 
of particular Cities, 373, 374. The pureſt 
Church to be choſen, V. 211, 212, 213 
Church of England anreaſonably taxed with 
taking its Offices from Rome, III. 147. I 

a true Church, IV. 365, 366. Was law- 
fully reformed, 366, 367, 368, 369, 370. 
And regularly, V. pp. 105, 106. Tet is 
malicioufly reflected upon, VI. 9, c. Its 
Deſtruction endeavoured by both Papiſts and 
Diſſenters, 1, 2. Not the ſame Reaſon to 
n. from her that ſhe bad to caſt off the 
1 of Rome, 56, 59, 726. Cauſe- 

leſiy charged with making an unneceſſary breach 

in the Catholick Church, 659, 660, 706, 
707, 708, 709, 710. See Catholick 
Church, and that Different Communions 
may be in it. See alſo Reformation. What 
Evidence fhe has offered that ſhe follows the 
true Senſe of Scripture, 729. Her Commu- 
nion owned to be Lwful by Foreigners, II. 
513, 650, &c. Tit its Terms of Communion 
accuſed at bome as unlawful, 620, 621; 
What Power leſt in it to the Presbyters, 589, 
$99, 591, What Authority the Biſhop bas 
in it, 591, 592. Its Diſcipline deſcribed, 
593, 594, 595, 396. The Defeckt of it; 
596, 597, 598, 599. It National Con- 
fitution, 599, , 601, 602, 603. The 
a- 
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National Church of England diffuſive, 605. 
Mr. Baxter's conſtitutive regnant part of 


this National Church conſidered, 605, Co, 


607. Church of England grounds ber Faith 


on Scripture, IV. 101. Was founded in E- 
Frag, | III. 651, 669 
The Greek Church defended, IV. 7, &c. The 


Charge agamſt them, 24. Anſwered, 34, 


35. The Schiſm betwixt them and the Latin | 


Chnrch begun at Rome, 40, 41, 42. 4 

| Follower of Tradition, 481, 482, 483, 484. 
VI. 190, 201, But has however fallen in- 
to Error, 184, 411, 412, 413. ts Do- 
| Frines concerning the 7 Sacraments of the 
| Romaniſts, 488, 489, 490, 491, 492. 
No juft Cauſe to charge them with Hereſy, 578 
Church of Rome, not the one holy Catholick 
Church, but only a part of it, VI. 666. 
As appears from the Silence of Scripture con- 
cernimg it, 667. And from the Teſtimony 
of the Second Age, 667, 668. With other 
Teflimonies of the Third, Fourth, Fifth, 


Sixth, Seventh, Eighth, Ninth, Eleventh, | 


and Thirteemb Ages, 668, 669, 670, 
671, 672. And moreover it is but a cor- 
rupt part of it, 684. The Roman Catho- 
lich Church implies Obedience to the Biſhop 
of Rome, 667. Whether it be not a Sm 
to join with that Church, IV. 607. No 
hope of Peace with her, ibid. How to know 
' diſtinly what are her Doctrines and Fracti- 
ces, 655. Its Faith ſpoken of by St. Paul, 
VI. 3. Tet charged with Holatry, 3, 4, 60. 
+ And this agreeably to the Doctrines of the 
Church of England, 4, 5, 6, 7, 34, 35, 
©1236, 1. . 
9. From the current Doctrine of the Church 
ever ſince the Reformation, 9, 10, 11, 25, 
26, 27, 28. From the Rubrick at the end 
of the Communion, 12, 15, 16, 17. Mr. 
'Thorndike's Arguments in the Caſe, 29, 
30, 31. Nor does this overthrow the Arti- 
. cle of the holy Catholick Church, 50, 51. 
In what Senſe the Church of Rome ts a true 
Church, V. pp. 11, 12, 15. Her Do- 
. Frines prejudicial to Piety, V. 69. Fanati- 
ciſm conntenanced in that Church, 92. And 
Nebellion, 133, 124. Devotions of ſeveral 


Orders in the Church of Rome. See Devo-| 


tion. No Contradiction in the Charge of Di- 
* vifions in that Church, 


vernment, 155, 156, 157, 158. Dif- 


ferences between the Regulars and Seculars, | 
162, 163, 164, 165. Swperſiitious Obſer- | 
vation in that Church, 185. Tet poſſedility | 


ef Salvation in it, P P. 16. What a Change 


made in the Doftrme' and Practice of the Ro- 
man Church at te Images, befireen the Tears | 
- 604 and 714, p pp. 462. Whether allow-| 
ing aud couſttenancing the Practice of Idola- | . - 
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try, it can be a true Church, p p p.448, Ja. 
T. G's endeavour to prove tb. Maag, $A 
ing with this Church, VI. 53, 54, 35. The 
Diviſions and Schiſms in it, 675, 676. Its 
Uncharitableneſs in damnixg all that differ 
from it, 581, 582, 592. Its hnwvations 
in matters f Faith, 582, 583. bother 
thoſe of this Church do not rather belieus as 
they pleaſe, than thoſe ham they ſo. ſeverely 
charge with doing it, 644, 645, 654. 
No Hereſy to renounce the Doctrinet of this 
Church, 650. Its Members afed more by 
Fancy than Judgment, 653, 696, 730, 
733. If allows of a private Spirit whilſt it 
leads to their Communion, but not otherwiſe, 
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Church-yards for buvyihg; when beguris Bars 
gland, III. 19 
Cicero's Prayers to Jove, V. PPP. 548, 549 
Ciſtercians, III. 690. Three Limitations of 

their Privileges, „ enn TOOK, 693 
Cities, how underſtood by Cæſar, III. 898. Ki- 

F eee 918 
Claude's Judment of the Lawfulneſs of Sepa- 
ration, II. 551, 552. See Letters. 


Ai appears from its Homilies, 8, 


p- 25, 26. Dif- 
- ferences amongſt them about Matters of Go- | 


Claudius's Expedition bither, III. goo, gor. 
A Coin of his relating to Britain, 903 
Clemens Alexandrinus's Reſolution of - Faith, 
IV. 263, 264, 265, 266, 267, 268. A- 
gainſt worſhipping any of the Parts of the L. 
mverſe, V. PP p. 26, iN Or Images, ibid. 
Clergy. See Pariſhes. To be reſpected an- 
ſwerably to the Nature of their Employment, 
II. 209, 210. Miſrepreſented, 450. Ex- 
empted by Conſtantine from publick Services, 
III. 111. Their living by their Profeſſion no 
Argument againſ# the Truth and Certainty 
of Religion, 617, 618. - Their Duty as ſuch, 
621, Cc. 644, 645, 656, 657, 658, 659, 
660. As taught in the Old Teſtament, 645, 
656. As in the New Teſtament, 646, 647. 
As by our Eccleſiaſtical Laws, 648, 649, 
650. Their Coe res upon their 
Cures, 625. To be careful ds well as diligent 
in the Divine Offices of the Church, 629, 
630. To viſt the Sick, 632, 633. To 
have an eſpecial Regard to their Converſations, 
635. For what Faults they may be deprived. 
See Deprivation. F fcandalous, who are 
the chief Cauſe of their not being proſecuted, 
653. What Diligence required of them, 
656, 657, 658, 662 — 673. An bum- 
ble, ſober, veligiqus Temper of Mind recom- 
mended to them, 658, 659. And an Abſli- 
wence from needleſs  Curiofity, 659. And 
from a Fondneſs for new Notions, ibid. They 
were formerly maintained by Allowances out 
ꝙ¶ the publick Contributions, 928. Contempt 
. of them, whence- it proceeds, 661." -Snch 
Contempt to be boru by them with Patience 
ard Reſolution, ibid. How to be remedied, 


of TheiPrincipal 


6615 662, I. is not thilawful for theni to 
meddle iu Secular Affairs, 816,817,819, 
2820. They were in great Offices, B31, $39, 
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Clerks Pariſhes. Ses Pariſhes. Th » 

Colch „ Called ancienth Nun Colun, or | 
_ Colon „Ul. 905 
| A College i it 4 a T-tuporal ation; III. 871, 
Colleges 2 be vifited without liberty o 

1 o any Court, $77, $80, 881, 882 
883; 884, 885. ty what Power their Vifi- 
tan als, 877, 878, 879 
Colluthus, e A 00 II. 393, 394 
Colman — 8 W. V. p p. 209 
Colonies (Roman,) m 91 5, 918, 919 
Commandment: 2d: 1 Tf L 333,524. VI. 62, 63, 
64, 68, 69. Why left out by the Papiſts, 572, 
573. TheSenſe of it, V. pp p. 595, 506, 
$07, 598, 512, 513, 525, 526, 527, on 
529, 543, 544. Fretended to he on ly an 
Ex tion of t be Firſt, V. pp. 521, 522. 
Gregory ä ppp. 

? x 23 
| Commenda perpetua, ui. soi, 892. What 
is really a Commendam, 890, 891, 892, 
893. 4 Commendam retinere, 886, 890, 


891, 892, 893, 894 | 


G Eccleſuſtical, IV. 282. Every 


Cbriſtinx obliged to\joyn herein with ot bers, 
II. 222, 223. Till ſuch Communion with 
them becomes Sm, 223. IV. 282, 283. 
When it is ſo. - Ses Separation. 
2 150 Kneeling. 

Site Cup, V. 202, 203 

Fenton ob Gesel See Occafi onal. 

Communion Pardthial, II. 368, 569, 570 

Communion, for Lay- Diſſenters on very eafie 
terms, II. 456. As Mr. Baxter owns, 45 7. 


=_ at other times wp are NS as | 
$17 Coſino « de Medicis, collected een from 


nlawful, 
Commutation of Perſons. bee Criſp ), and Per- 
end.. 


Compoſtella, of James's eee 


V. PiP- 181, 182, 183 
| Comprehenſi 


1 II. 533, 534, VI. 2 


Confeſſion. See Pennances. Auricular pr proved | 


| by a Vifion, V. 96, 97. Defined by the 

Geil f Trent, to be = Corrs tuff $ apart 
on, and of neceſſity to Salvation, VI. 496, 
- $44. Tet bad uo Uttiverſal Tradition for it, 
476, 49), 498, 499, 500, 544, 545. 
V not owned by Pope Gregory iſt. 713. 
: 0 Nor can be proved from Scripture, 544, 586, 

661. How it came into the Church of Rome, 
501 — 510. No Article of the Church. of 
© England A 1 
Confirmation, n 
Confuſton of. Lounges: 


>$8 II. 
Contes See China. 
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Coe Churches: bee In denden: 
leaded for by 4 \ 667 
Cop > See Ri 
r | Conſcience?) Ser erupleb The kad o 
_ this Plea, I. 179, $46, 547, 639, 640 
4 Caſe of Conference re olved ot Rome, 
1 6 
Cort ( Ve eu, kec⸗ bes to be ng 


V. Y p. P- 4 
Conſent, univerſal i in foo 7 akte, . II. 


68 
Conſtans uubel by Gerentius, „ TH: 183 
Conſtantius the Great, thought to Fe born and 
proclaimed Emperou i in Britain, ” 23, 
5 
Conſtantine, one of mean Bitraftion,* ſet 3 
here upon Gratianus's Death, III. 183. bo 
made his So Conſtans Caſar, and fent him 
vo Spain, ibid. But neither of them long 
a it, | ibid. 
Conſtantinople. See Councils: The publick 
Library there, III. 132 
Contempt of the Clergy. See Clergy 
Contradictions falſly pretended to be found i in 
eee II. 135, 136, 137, 138, 1739, 


II. 252 


5 9 
Contrition, whether neceſſarily required by 055 
q Ch burch of Rome, in order to ANT; 


Controverſy: See Councils, i hat, Iv. 656 
of a Judge of Contraver fi ies, V. pp. 72, 
73 

Convents, IV. 349, 350 


Convocations, bow to be cole, III. 706. 


I ben tbey may ſit, 709 
n of the Engliſh to rhei by 


- the Rule of St. Benedict, for the Govern- 
ment of his People, V. ppp. 632, 633 
Councils. See . By whom to bs 
called, IV. 475. 35 Hr he Inſufficiency of them 
to end 99 V. 173, 174. The 
Obligation of their Canons, 11. 172. IV. 
476. 45 696. How ſummoned — 3 
III. 4 N Council before that of Trent 
euer ane a Point of Faith meerly pon 
> \ Tradition, IV. 4 2: 458. No Conncil ſit- 
ting at Rome Conſtantinople at the 
ſame time, 466, 467 
Councils General. See pope. I bet ber in- 
Fallible in their Determinations and Decrers, 
III. 108, 109. IV. 65, 78, 146. That they 
are fo, a Lever of Faith 'with the Roma- 
niſts, „At they have no certainty of 
- Frith K —- his Iifallibility, 488, 489, 499, 


491, 492, 493, 494, 595, 306, 507, 08, 
$09, $19,511, 525, 526. Not from any 


Congregations, (ati) only js FR Prey 


omi ſes in * 4945 495, 496, . 


having. a 


Council of Sardica, concerning the Pope s Su- 


- Canons made in it, III. 85, 86, 87, 83, 
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Fnticular iy not from St. Matthew, 18, 20. 
497, 498, 499. Not from Act. 15. 28, 
499, 500. Not from the Conſent of the 


Church, 500. St. Auguſtin's Judgment in 


the Caſe, 500, 501, 502, 503, 504. How 
far General Councils are to be ſubmitted to, 
512, 513, 514, 515, 516. The Anthority 
| of as many General Councils as ever were, 


ot thought obligatory, VI. 696. Diſputes | 


amongſt the Romaniſts about the Number of 
General Councils, ibid. Who ſhall be judge 
whether it be a lawful Council, and proceed 
* lawfully, IV. 516, 517. Whether the Ro- 
miſh Do@rine concerning theſe Councils, or 
- ours, tends moſt to Peace, 518, 519, 520, 
521, 522. Whether is more unreaſonable, 


522, 523, 524. Whether the Pope's Con- 


firmation of them neceſſary, 526, 527, 528 
542. They are great helps to the Faith of 


Chriſtians, 92, 554, 555. Jet the Church | 


not built upon them, 249, 250. Whether 


ever there were a Council truly General, VI. 


695, 696 

Council of Ariminum, III. 106, 107, 108 
Council of Arles, III. 47, 48: It's Canons 
not ſent to the Biſhop of Rome for Confirma- 


tion, 52. Neither was aſſembled by his Au- 


thority, 52,53. WW hat Canons were made 


there, : 353, 54,55 
Council of Conſtance'sProceedzngs againſt John | 


Huſs, and Jerom of Prague, IV. 334, 
3355 336, 337, 338, 339, 340, 341 
Council of Conſtantinople, IV. 466, 407, 


408, 409, 410 
Council 1 IV. 18, 19, 25 
Council of Florence, IV. 24, 25, 26, 27 


Council of Nice's 2d Canon Suppoſititzons, IM. 


374. Of its 6th Canon. See Ruthnus. Ca- 
ons made in this Council, III. 57, 58, 59, 
60, 61, 62, 63, 64. The true number of its 
Canons, 374, 375, 376, 377 
Council of Rome, An. 324. IV. 363 


 premacy, IV. 403, 404. Wi hether an Ap- 
pendix to the Nicene Council, 404, 405. 


9, 99 

Council of Trent, »ot a lawful Council, IV. 
437. Becauſe it maintained it lawfal to 
conclude any Controverſy, and make it De 
fide, without any written Word for its war- 
rant, 457, 458, 459. Becauſe of the 
eſiding in it, 4.59, 460, 462, 463. 


Pope's 
Bicauſe of the unfair Proceedings in it, 461, of Separation, 


476, 479. For want of Safety in the Place, 
469, 470. And of Freedom in Voting, 471, 
. 472, 480, 481. Aud becauſe the Pope bad 
- beforehand declared all the Appellants. Here- 
ticks, 473. As alſo becauſe of the ſmall 
Number of Biſhops there, 473, 474; 475, 


cil and that of Nice, 477]. More Ita- 
lian Biſbops there, than of all Chriſtendom 
befides, 478, 489. Whether. the Faith de- 
fined by this Council were more univerſally re- 
cerved than that of Nice, 480, . Has not de- 
clared what Worſhip is due to Images, 585. 
Gone off from the Principles of Pope Grego- 
ry |. | As to Scripture and Tradition, VI. 
712. 4s: to the Canon of Scripture, ibid. 
As to the Merit of good Works, ibid. As 
to Auricular Confeſſion 13. 4s to ſolitary 
Maſſes, ibid. As to Tranſubſtantiation, ibid. 
As to Communion in one kind, ibid: And to 
Purgatory, ibid. Maſſes for the Dead, 714- 
Worſhip of. Images, ibid. Extream Untion, 
ibid. Aud the © 1 4 Supremacy, 716. 
Card. Palavicino's Hiſtory of this Council, 
Coorts Be t is Appel Bot 
ourts Ecclefiaftical. See Appeal, Equity, Ex- 
chequer;High-Commiſſion,and — bon 
ber. When held by the Saxons, III. 75. 
Exceptions againſt the Aiithority of a Court, 
allowed by our Law, » B12, 813 
Court of Equity: See Equity. 
Court of Exchequer. See Exchequer. 
Cranmer's Opinion concerning the Divine 
EKigbt of Fpiſcopady, | II. 401, 402 
Creation of the World, I. 265, 266, 267, 268, 
269, 270. How the Tradition of this tame 
to be contradifed, 270, 271. And upon 
what weak Grounds, 271, 272, 273, 274, 
275, 276, % 8 Bud, God propounded 
to himſelf berein, | II. 86, 87 
Creatures not to be orſhipped, V. p p p. 553, 
| 17 . 4 f 1 554 
Creed Athanaſian. See Athanaſius. Apo- 
ſtles, III. 500, 501, 502. Pope Pius 
IVth's, VI. 519. Nicene made the Stau- 
dard of tbe Catholick Faith, $36 - 
Creſly's Miſrepreſentations of his Adverſary, 
„8. „% e, e V. pp 566 
Dr. Cri ſp's Notion of Commutation of Perſons 
betwixt Chriſt and us, III. 365, 370. The 
Controverſy betwixt Mr. Williams and bim, 
373, &c. His Notion of Sins conſidered as 
Debts, 390 400 
Crocius's Judgment concerning Ceremonies, II. 


15600 | 7 553 
Croſs. Mr. Baxter's favourable Opinion of 
ſome Vorſbip of it, II. 629. 630. In Bap- 
tin, 627, 628. Not a /n of immediate 
Dedication to God, 628, 629. | Not a new 


— 


Sacrament, 631, 63 2. Nor any juſt Cauſe 


| 7 632, 633 
Cuanna's Mzracles, V. pp. 213 
Culdei, 5 2 2 II. 389 


Cup in the Sacrument, IV. 553: — 364. 


VI. 564, 565, 566, 590, 591, 43 
Cura animarum, threefold, III. 625 


476, 477. The Diſparity betwixt this Coum- 


Curcellzus's Doctrine of the Trinity conſidered, 


III. 455 — 462 
Caurſus, 


of the Principal Matters. 


Curſus, the ſame with Officium Divinum, 
n II. 134, 135, 136 


Cuſtoms, when of force, UL 709, 710. 1 


memorial, 736,757 
Cuthbert's Miracles, V. pp. 225 
St. Cyprian's mention of 1 St. John, 5. 7. 


VI. 405. Divers Paſſages of bis conſidered, 
in relation to the Catholiciſm of the Church 
of Rome, IV. 289, 290, 291, 292, 293. 
Aud to its Infallibility, 305, 306, 307, 308, 


309, 310. His Root and Matrix of the 
Church, ä IV. 605, 606 
The Cyprian Priviledges, III. 66, 67 
Cyreſceat, | HI. 679 


St. Cyrils Opinion of the Infallibility of the 
Chirch of N 312, 313. His Contro- 
verſy with Julian about Idolatry, V. p pp. 


30, 31 
D. 


Aille of Separation, IL 551, 552 
". Biſhop Davenant's Opinzon concerning 


Ceremonies, II. 554 
Davenport's Expoſition of the Articles of the 
Church of England, VI. 719, 720 


St. David, III. 215, 216. Said to ſucceed 
Dubricius in the See of Caerleon, 217. 

Taken no notice of by Gildas, 218. His 

Aſiracles, V. pp. 205, 206. The Archie- 
piſcopal See es Caerleon to Lan- 
Gf. and thence to St. Davids, wy 
Cair Dauri, or Daun, III. 2 
the 


Days for Publick Worſhip of old amon 
omans of four ſorts, III. 217. d's 


Day, II. 162, 166, 167, 170, 216, 217. 


III. 662, 662, 664, 665, 666. IV. 161. 
Seventh Day, II. 215, 216. Holy Days, 
8 215, 217. III. 666, 667 

Deans and Chapters. See Cathedrals. 
The Death of Chriſt conſidered as an Expintory 


Sacrifice for the Sins of Mankind, See Suf- 


ferings. 

Debts. See Sin. The difference between Debts 
and Puniſhments, III. 246, 247. The di, 
ferent Reaſon of them, 247, 248. The dif- 
ferent end of them, 250, 251, 252 

Decretal. See Epiſtles. 

St. Decumanus's Miracles, V. p p. 213 

Deiſts. See Scriptures. The right manner 
of proceeding with them, Il. 119. Advice 

to them, 120. Their Creed, 121. Ther 
Arguments againſt the Autbority of Scripture, 
ibid. The Weakneſs of them ſhewn, 1 22, &c. 
The ways they take to encreaſe their Number, 
III. 427, 428. Their unjuſt Complaints, 


a 617 
De L'Angle. See Letters. | 
Democritus's Opinion concerning God, Il. 38, 
39 
Depoſitions. See Biſhops, Zthelwolfus, 
Agilmarus, Beornredus, Sigebert, Sti- 
gand, Tunbert, Wilfrid, Winfrid. 


| Deprivation a Clergyman may be z For E 


Depoſing Lower of the Pope, Iv. 439. VI. | 


519, 560, 561, 562; 563, 564, 593, 594, 
| TRIES | 686, 687 


LN 


 ceſrve Drinking, III. 638, 639. For In- 


continency, 639. For Si 639, 640. 
For Dilapidations, 640. 797 Nuralit ies. 


640, 641, 642, 643. What Method re- 


quired in order to a Deprivation, 72), 728, 
811. Deprivation declared a Temporal 
thing, 55 ibid. 
Deſiderius's pretended Miracles, V. p p. 230, 
15 | | 5 231 
Dencalion; 


Fo None. no ot norledOs 

Devotion of the ſeveral Orders in the urch 
of Rome Kanatical, V. 125, 126, 127, 
128. And groſs Entbufiaiſm, 129, 130, 


We © Pi 9 131 

Diana's Temple, whether where St. Paul's 
Church now flands, III. 921, 922, 923 
Diligence required of the Clergy, III. 656, 
8 8 657, 658 
anciently 
IV. 379 
A Coun- 
The firſt Ahyſtick 

62 


Dionyſius of Alexandria's Conference with 
Emilianus, | V. p pp. 24 
Diſciples, the LXX and their Meſſage, IV. 
| 246 

Diſcipline. See Church, Cenſures, "is a 
munication. How to be executed, II. 597, 
598. Of our Church. See Church of En- 
gland. Where beſt exerciſed, III. 652, 653, 
654, 655. Parochial and Independent, 655, 

| 656 


Dioceſes. See Epiſcopacy. How 
8 underſtood, | 
tonyſius Areopagita, IV. 620. 
terfeit, V. p 28 616. 


ivine, 


Diſpenſing Power of the Pope, V. 204. Claimed 
by bim here, III. 783, 784, 785, 786, 787, 
7 8. Great Complaints made of it, 785; 
788. How far becan diſpenſe with himſelf, 

86, 787 

Diſpenſations, with reſpad to the * Gs 
nons of the Church, III. 787. What the 
Canoniſts afterwards underſtood by a Diſ- 
penſation, ibid. Exerciſed in matters of 
Diſcipline, | ibid. 

Diſpenſing Power in the King alters the 
frame of our Government, III. 789, 790, 
791. Suarez, and Vaſquez's Opinion con- 
cerning it, * 789. It takes away all Se- 
curity by Law, 791. It contradifs the 
Senſe of our Nation in former Ages, 792, 
793, 794, 795- It is contrary to the Prece- 
dents in Law, 795, 796, 797, 798. Plea 
for a Non-obſtante anſwered, 798, 799, 

| 800, 801, 802 

Diſſenters, Agents for the Papiſts, II, 440, 441, 
11. 3,444, 445, 446, 447; 448. Not 
like to be won over by Condeſcentions, 465. 

Propoſals for * in their behalf 

465, 


— 
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465, 466. Gone off from the peageable Priu- 
eiples of their Predeceſſors, 505, 506, 507, 
508, 509. Their Principles of two ſorts, 
512. - Therr ſeveral Pretences conſidered, 

F513, &c. Such as the largeneſs of divers 
Pariſhes, 513, 514, 515. Their Separa- 
tion only Partial, not Total, 515, 516, 
517,518, 519, 520, 521. Separation up- 

on their Principles endleſs, 5 21. In what 

| Cafes allowed 95 by. the Independents, 522. 

Ar. Baxter's Opinion of the Miniſtry of the 

Church of England, 523, 524. Their Ex- 
ceptions ag our Miniſters open a Door for 

Separation from almoſt all of them, 524- 

'\ They inſinuate that the whols Body of the 

© Conforming Clergy is guilty of fuch faults, 
as that the People may lawfully ſeparate from 
them, 528, &c. Such as Conforming to the 

Laws and Rites of our Church, 528, 5 29. 
Uſurpation, 5 30, 531, 532, Perſecution, 

3532. \Schiſm, 533, 534. Others of them 

\ aſſert all Acts of Communion with our Chur- 
ches to be unlawful, '534, 535. The State 

cf the Controverſy with them, 535, 536, 
537. No parity of Reaſon for the Diſſen- 
ters ſeparating from us, and our ſeparating 

from 2 b of Rome, 647, 648, 649. 
How tobe treated. III. 630, $31, 632 

Divine Right. See Right. No 

Diviſions juſtly charged upon the Church of 
Rome, V.pp. 25, 26 

A Doftrine may be true, though the Truth of 
it be not ſelf-evident, I. 144 

Doctrine of Depoſing, 8c. See Depoling Power, 

Doctrines Catholick. See Catholick. 

Dogmaticalneſs, in things not clear and evident, 

Fuſtliy cenſured, IL 155 

St. Dominick's Blaſphemzes, &c. V. 104, 
105. His Miracles, PP- 189. 190 

Donatives, III. 732, 895 

St. Dorothea, and Fanchea's Miracles, V. 

P p- 211, 212 

III. 1 38, 141 


F 


The Doxology, 
Cair Draiton, 
Dubricius, Archbiſpop at Landaff, III. 126. 
. Great reſort to him, 127. Afterwards ſaid 
to be removed to Caerleon, 217 
Dukes, not known till the 11th of Edward the 


Third, | IH. 840 
St. Dunſtan's Miracles, V. pp. 210, 225 
A® Faple, ſaid to Prophecy, III. 907 


Eaſter, an occaſion formerly of great 
Diſputes about the time of keeping it, V. 
ppb. 684, 685, 686, 687, 688, 689, 690, 
ES eee = 691, 692, 693- 
Ebionites, a diſtin ſeparate Body from the 

Chriſtian Church, III. 436, 437, 438, 439, 
440. Two ſorts of them, 437, The Jew- 
iſhChriſtians not all ſuch, 438 


III. 913 | 


| Ecclefiaftical Power, clehbing with the Civil, 
Xa PPP: 710. Called the Can 2 of God 
and Religion; 728. Eeclaſaſlical Lans. 
See Laws. Eccleſiaſtical Supremacy. See 
: Supremacy. Eccleſiaſtica! Caurts, III. 654, 
655, 703, 743, 744. Iba Læality of thens 
vindicat ed, 57 71748 
Education, «''great ground 0 1 3 I. 
e et 0% e K V1 97 
Egberts Miracles Vi. pp. 206 
Egyptians, ſaid to be the firft who. made Images 
of their Gods, V. ppP- 510. Otber Con- 
Jecturet about this, ibid. Their Learning in 
. general, I. 75, 76, 77, 78, 79, 80. Their 
Theology, ac, 21. Their (C 2 57.5 21, 

| 1 47, 48, 51, 52, 53 

. Lay-Elders, II. 
366, 367 


”, 
2 


1 
\ 


o b - 
* * 


* 


Elders. : See: Presbyters 
Election. See Choice. Elective Government, 


III. 944 
Elevation. See Holt. +6 
Eligius's remarkable Canon againſt Idolatry, 


6 | V. PPP- 415 
Q. Elizabeth aſiſted the Dutch againſt the 
King of Spain, III. 972. Her Proceedings 
vindicated, IV. 353 
Ely made a Biſhop's See, III. 777 
The Ends God propounded to F in Crea- 
ting the Vorld, II. 86, 87. Theſe not un- 
becoming Philoſophical Speculations, 88 
England an Empire, III. 742. Whether 
an Hereditary Kingdom, 944, 945, 950. 4 
true Original Monarchy, 946. Its Church, 
See Church of England. TEL Ie 
 Epicurus, I. 230. His Diety, 297, 298 
299. His fear to deny the Being of a God, 
II. 42, 43. Himſelf and bis Followers rat ber 
Atheiſts, than Idolaters, V. ppp. 425 
Epiſcopacy. Sæe Apoſtles, Biſhops, Church, 
Churches. Not thought neceſſary in ſeveral 
Churches of the Reformation, II. 396. Par- 
ticularly not in our own, 400, 401, 402, 
403, 404. Not by thoſe in Germany, 404, 
405, 406, 407. Not by thoſe in France, 
407, 408, 409. And others, 409, 410, 
11, 412, 413, 414, 415, 416. Tetgreat 
everence to it profeſſed by Luther, Calvin, 
Melanchton, c. 413, 414, 415. Di- 
oceſan Epiſcopacy no new Species of Churches, 
nor repugnant to any Inſtitution of Chriſt, 
588, 589, Not an unlawful and 3 
table Uſurpation, II. 579, &c. Our Dic- 
ceſan Epiſcopacy the ſame for Subſtance 
which was in the Primitive Church, 580. 
This exemplified in the African Churches, 
ibid. ho held it for an inviolable Rule, that 
there was tobe but one Biſhop in a City, 580, 
581. And whoſeCities and Dioceſes, under 
the Care of one Biſhop, bad ſeveral diſtant 
Congregations and Altars, 582, 583. As 


they had alſo Metropolitan Provinces, 583, 
| | | 5884. 


of the Principal Matters. 


— n 7 r 


84. | The Caſs not wilike with the Church 
Epiſcopacy, III. 62, 622. 
yer ſhops Succeſſors to the Apoſiles,” 


Alexandria, 584, 585. St. Jerome's 
eftimony as to the Neceſity and 26 ulneſs of 
e alſo de- 

goes the 1 F Hy 
Ibid. Aud very juſtly, 622. The Duty in- 
cumbent on them as ſuch, 622, 623. The 


Church of this Nation founded in Epiſcopacy, | 
mn | 65t, 399 
Epiſtles e of Sixtus Iſt. IV. 448, 
500. Hnodical, 449 
Epiſtle to the Hebrews, the beſt Expoſitor of 
the Nature and Tendency of Expiatory Sacri- 
Tees amongſt the Jews, HE. 296 
Equitius : Miracles, V pp. 226 
Equity-Conrts, III. 752, 753, 754 
Equivocation, b VI. 573 
Erardus's Aſirac les, V pp. 226 


Eraſmus a principal Cauſe of the Reformation, 


VI. 38, 39. Saithplainly Miracles are now | 


ceaſed, V.pp. 234 
Error oftentimes bears a near Reſemblance of 
Truth, I. 5. Aud is taken for it, 8. Cau- 
es of Error, II. 303, 304 

Eſſence how to be underſtood, III. 5 10. 
Far it may be known, ibid. Hath a reality 
in it, ibid. Real and Nominal, 552, 553, 


The Three Eſtates in Parliament, III. 868, 
869, 870, 871, 872, 873, 874, 875, 

| 876 

III. 515, 
; 516, 519 
Evangeliſts, II. 368+» Timothy and Titus 
Fai to be ſuch, ibid. 
Euchariſt. See Cup, Kneeling. To be duhy 
frequented, III. 633, 634, 635. Ancient- 
= to Children, IV. 240, 241. 
e real Preſence of Chriſt's Body in it, VI. 
a, F920, 33, 233. 23 
Evidence, the beſt that a Caſe will bear, is a 
ſufficient Ground of aſſent to it, IV. 173 
Evil, from what Original, 1. 300. God 10 
Author of it, 300, 301. What account the 
Scripture gives of it, 302, 303, 304, 305, 
306, 307. This account compar'd with that 
of the Heathen Philoſophers, 307, &©c. Their 
two oppoſite Frinciples of Good and Evil, 

' 209, 310, 311. Taken up from them by 
Manes and his Followers, 311. But againſt 
all Reaſon, 311, 312. And therefore not 
held by all the Philoſophers, 312, 313. The 
Stoicks imputed the Canſe of Evil to the 
Per verſity of Matter, 313, 314. But with- 
ont Reaſon, 314, 315. And therefore the 
modern Philoſophers fide in this with the 
Scripture, 315, 316, 317, 318. Conſeſing 
the Degeneracy of 3 of Men, 318, 
319, 320. And that Man's Fall is the 
Cauſe of his Apoſtacy, 320, 321. Pleading 
alſo a neceſſity of the Soul's Recovery from this 


Eternity, not to be comprehended, 


How | 


Euſebians, Abetters of the Arian Hereſy, III, 
91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 96, 97, 98, 99, 102. 
103, 104. And great Enemies to Athana- 

5 — PEER 85 55 98, 101, 3 

u tans, complained of being miſrepręſentec 
1 8 1 N. Rif 

The Aſiatick Eutychians, ſo called, whether 

really Followers of Eutyches, VI. 677, 
| 678 


Examples, though in Scripture, do not 1 
us to follow them, II. 169, 170 
Exchequer-Court, _ + 111.572 
Excommunication, ipſo facto, II. 637. Ao 
Juſt Cauſe of Separation, 638. By whom 
to be infliifed, 597, 598. The greateſt Pe- 
nalty the Church can infli& upon Offenders, 


244. Church's Right to inſtict it, 244, 
245, 433, 435, 436, 437. How practi- 
d the Jews, 245, 246, 248. 


ce 247, 

The uſe of it amongſt the Primitive chien, 
246. The Power of it remains in the Church 
after it is incorporated into the State, 437, 
438. Whether it always implied an antho- 
ritative Ac of cutting off from the Commu- 
nion of the whole Church, IV. 422, 423 


Exedra, what, III. 131 
Exempt Furiſdi&ions, III. 732 
Exeter College's Caſe upon a Viſſtation, —4 

a 877, Oc. 


Exhall in Warwickſhire, made a Pariſh ll 616 
Expiatory Sacrifices. See Sacrifices. V hat 
xpiation deſigned by them, III. 296, 297, 


Fin. of the Heathens oftentimes only 55 

rupt ions of the Scripture-Hiſtory, I. 9. 

Thoſe of the Poets rejected at Rome, V. p pp. 
| I 


Faith certain, I. 145, 146. VI. 376, 5 
What Faith is, III. 5 33. VI. 60, 61, 62, 
63, 3 375, 376, 377, 378, 379, 380, 
618. Tat ins 1 of Hitb. 
See Fundamentals and Salvation. Nothing 
to be received as an Article of Faith, but 
what has been owned as ſuch by the Catholick 
Church of all Ages, IV. 55, 56. And what 

bas been univerſally believed to be delivered 
as fuch by Chrift and his Apoſtles, 56, 613. 
And the Denial of which was not umverſally 
oppoſed and condemned as Hereſy,57, 58, 59, 
60, 61. Not though the Church of Rome 
defme it, 62, 67, Ji, 72 73, 74, 75. 
Scotus's Opinion in this Caſe, 71, 72, 73. 
Theres is no 1 to look upon that as an 
Article of Faith, which they who ſeem d to 
aſſert it moſt, did build on ſuch Places as 
themſelves acknowledge to be very obſcure, 
513, 614, 615. Nor which they who taught 
it did not firmly believe, 614. When things 


Condition, 321 


of this Nature may be ſaid to be ſufficiently 
Fre- 
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propoſed, 63, 64, 65. The formal Object 
of Faith, 138, 139, 140, 141, 154, 155. 
Whether every Article of Faith muſt be re- 
ceived only upon a divine Authority, 153, 
154. Whether all Divine Faith be infalli- 
ble, 179, 180. New Articles of Faith in 
the Church of Rome, 641, 642. VI. 582, 
583, 592. Church of Rome has no where 
declared it ſelf to have power of making im- 
plicit Articles of Faith to become explicit, 
VI. 418, 419, In the Proteſtant way of 
reſolving Faith, our Enquiry is not why we 
aſſent to a thing divinely revealed; but 
why we believe a thing to be a Divine Revela- 
tion, IV. 196. When we ſpeak of the Re- 
ſolution of Faith, by Faith we underſtand a 
rational diſcurſrue Ad of the Mind, 196, 
197. Clemens Alexandrinus's Refolutio7: 
of Faith, See Clemens Alexandrinus. 
Hen. Gandavenſis's Reſolution of Faith. See 
Gandavenſis. The Grounds of believing 
what is contained in Scripture to be true, 
197. The grounds of believing it to be di- 


vine, 198. VI. 406. The laſt Reſolution of 


Faith is not into the Infallibility of the Inftru- 


ment of Conveyance, but of the Doctrine 


thereby conveyed to us, IV. 201. Nor into 

a private Spirit, 213, 214. See Spirit. 
Antiquity in this point plainly on our ſide, 
253 270. And Reaſon, 271, 272. 
All the Articles of Faith contained in Scri- 
pture, | 194, 195, 196 
Inplicit Faith, IV. 177, 178. VI. 725, 
| CEE -— "wh 

How far every one is to determine in Matters 
of Faith, VI. 646, 725 

The Uncer tainty of Faith in the Church of Rome, 
V. 20). Differences of the Romaniſts in 
matters of Faith, 175, 176, 177, 178, 
179, 180, 181. The Faith of Proteſtants 
reduced to Principles, 214, 215. Moral 
Certainty is a ſufficient Foundation for Faith, 

p p. 35, 36. The Reſolution of Divine 
Faith muſt agree to all, 127, 128. The Prin- 
ciples about the Certainty of Divine Faith 

_ conſidered, 133, 134, 135, 136. The No- 


tion of Divine Faith, 141, 142, &c. Of 


the Grounds of Faith, 149, 150. Of the 
Scripture-Notion of the Obſcurity of Faith, 


153, 154, 155- The Power of the Will in 


the Aſſent of Faith, 156, I5 
Faith, Whether to be kept with Hereticks, IV. 
223, 334, 339, 340, 341, 342, 343 
Faithful, in what State before the Reſurrection, 
| IV. 618, 619 
A great Famine, III. 187 
Fanaticiſm, what, V. 92. Countenanced in 
the Church of Rome, ibid, 99, 100. Fa- 
naticiſm of the Romiſh Orders in their Wor- 


ſhip. See Devotion. And in reſiſting Au- | 
thority under pretence of Religion, 129, 130, | racles in the Roman Church, 


1 31. The Charge of Fanaticiſm upon the 
Romaniſts defended, pp. 19, 20, 21, 22, 


23, 2 
Fanchea. See Dorothea. 5 
Faſtidius, a Britiſh Biſhop, III. 121. His 
Doctrine charged as inclinable to Pelagianiſm, 
122. His Book de vita Chriſtiana awyn/tly 
cavelled at, | WES ibid. 
Faſting, as practiced in the Church of Rome, 
3 
Fauſtus the Biſhop, originally a Britain, III. 
122. In what Senſe Sirmondus takes him 
to be ſo, 123. A Man of great Efteem in 
bis time for Eloquence, Learning, and Piety, 
124. Falſely accuſed of Forgery, 125. His 
Doctrine condemned in the Second Council 


0 
Orange, ig 


Fechinus's Aſiracles, V. pp. 206 
Fergus, King of Scotland, III. 182 
Ferns, 10 Friend to Miracles, V 


. Fb, 260 
Feſtivals, appointed on the Credit of Revelati- 
on, e V. 97, 98 
Fil ioq; in the Creed, IV. 35, 36. When and 
by whom this Addition was made, 36, 37. 
Whether done by ſufficient Authority, 39, 40, 


41. Leo III. was for laying it aſide, 28. 
Tet the Latin Church pride nA the De- 


niers of this Proceſſion, 2 
Final Cauſes. — = 8 
St. Fintan's Mirac les, V. p p. 209 
Feaſt of Firſti Fruits, II. 203, 204 
Firſt-Fruits Ecclefraſtical, III. 759, 760 
Fiſher ( Biſoop of Rocheſter) no Friend to 

Romiſh Miracles, Va pp. 233, 234. Why 

condemn'd, III. 811 
Flamines, III. 49, 50, 51, 52 


Flood, how atteſted as to the Certainty of it, I. 
345, 346. The Hiſtory of it, 336. Net 
neceſſary from Scripture to aſſert it univerſal, 
337, 338, 339. Or if it were, there 
might however be Water enough toriſe as high 
as the Scripture ſuppoſes, 339, 340, 341, 
342, 343, 344. Named from Deucalion 
among/t the Theſſalians, 365. From Ogyges 
by the Athenians, 1bid. From Xiſuthrus by 
the Aſſyrians, 5 

Biſhop Forbis's Miſtuke noted, V. pp p. 393 

Fordon and his Scotichronicon, III 155, 
Cc. 181, 182. A Follower of Geofrey, 
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Francford. Troubles there, II. 474, 475, 476. 

The ill Effects of them here, 5 + K 
there condemned the IId of Nice, V. 33. 

St. Tone, V. 103, 104, 109. His Mara- 
cles, p p. 192, 193, 194, p. 653, 654. 

His 2 called in NET Pp PP: 564. 

66 


5 

Fratricelli, who, and bow otherwiſe called, V. 
y 115, 116 

Frauds, and Impoſtures, and Forgeries of Mi- 
V. pp. 238 


French 


ot the principal Natters. 


French aſſiſted the Confederate Princes of Ger-! 
many againſt the Emperor, III. 974. Aud 
the Catalans againſt the King of 1 
ibid. 
Friars, allowed to preach, III. 624. Whether 
in a State of greater Perfection than the reſt 
of the World, VI. 576, 577. See Men- 
dicants. N | 
Fulco, an Impoſtor, V. pp p. 239, 240, 241 
Fulgentio's ſafe Conduct, IV. 334 
Fundamentals, Points neceſſary to Salvation, 
IV. 46. Have not their formal Reaſon from 
the Definition of the preſent Church, 43, 
44. Whether all Points defined by the Church 
be Fundamentals, 46, 47, 48, 66, 77, 
78. See Scotus and St, Auguſtine. What 
things neceſſary to the Salvation of particular 
Perſons, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52. What things 


neceſſary to be owned in order to Ecclehaſtical | 


Communion, 52, 53, 54, 55, 63. Funda- 
mentals the Church's Foundation, 84, 85, 86. 
The Unreafonableneſs of demanding a Cata- 
logue of them, 95, 95, The Fundamentals 
of Chriſtian Communion to be found in the 
Creed, 96, 97. Let the Belief of Scripture 
to be the Word of God is a preceding Funda- 
mental, | 75 98 
Future State in ſome meaſure dictated by the 
Light of Nature, : II. 60 


G. 


Allican Liturgy, III. 134. Different from 
the Roman, 134, 135. therein the 


Difference lay, 135 —— 14 
Hen. Gandavenſis's Reſolution of Faith, IV. 
270, 271, 272 
Garba, III. 691 


Gates of Hell, how promiſed not to prevail a- 
gainſi the Church, VI. 52, 53 
Gavelkind, 


754 
Gelaſius's Decree about Apocry phal Books, III. 


n 
Genebrard's Doctrine concerning the Trintty, 
III. 425 

Generation of Mankind, II. 23, 24, 23, 
27 — 35. Of otber Animals, 26, 27, 28. 
Of equivocal General, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 


t 24,22; £3 
Gentleman (Anonymous) bis Anſwer to toe 
 Guildhall-Sermon, Il. 458 


George of Cappadocia, an unyuſt Invader of 
5 I'S ee III. 962. His Caſe 
nf,, 962, 963, 964 

St. Gerald's pretended Miracles, V. p p. 
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Germanus (Patriar:h) a zealous Patron of 
Image-Worſhip, V. p p p. 466. Thonght it 
unlawful to make an Image of God before the 
Incarnation of Chriſt. 469 


Germanus and Lupus, by whom ſent hither, 
III. 117, 118, 119, 120, 121. Ereded 
Schools of Learning amongſt the Britains, 

126. They brought Ordinem Curſus Gallo- 
rum into the Britiſh Churches, 134. St. 
Patrick one of St. Germanus's Scholars, 128. 
The time of St. Germanus's coming bither, 
129, 130. He endeavoured to advance Learn- 
ing and Piety where-ever he came, 130 

Germany had but one Greek Teſtament to be 

Found in it before the Reformation, VI. 39 

Germans, Worſhippers of what, V. ppp. 414 

Gerſon (John) againſt lying Miracles, V. pp. 


22 
Gildas lived, when, III. 129, 130. A Paſſage 
in him concerning the Converſion of the Bri- 
tains, explained, 3, 4. Reſtored Learning 
in Ireland, and built many Churches and 
Meonaſtertes there, 129. The diſmal Cha- 
rater he gives of the Manners of the Bri- 
tains, 189. His Epiſtle, 220. The Five 
Kings reproved by him, 220, 221. His cal- 
ling the Britiſh Churches Sedem Petri, 226; 
A Converter of the Engliſh Saxons, V. p pp. 
671. 672 
Glaber's Hiftory of Roman Forgeries, V. pp. 
| 238 
Glaſſes painted, the firſt Teſtimony of Images 
in Chriſtian Churches, vo p "4 755 1 8 
Glaſſenbury. See 3 of Arimathea, Mo- 
naſtry, Monks. The Monaſtry there found- 
ed by King Ina, III. 17 
Gnoſticks, whence they took the Riſe of their 
ones, and CVD, I. 19, 20 


7 | God, hom ſaid to repent, I. 121, 122. An 


Idea of him moſt agreeable to the Faculties of 
our Souls, and the Light of Nature, 231, 
232, 233, 234, 235, 236. How far a 
Froof of bis Exiſtence, II. 83, 84, 85, 86. 
His t'romiſes how to be underſtood, I. 123. 
He may be clearly perceived, though not com- 
prehended, 147. Why Moſes injifted not on 
the Proof of bis Exiſtence, 229, 230, 231. 
They who deny his Exiſtence aſſert other things 


on far leſs Evidence of Reaſon, 236, 237, 


238. Aud deny ſome things apparently true, 
239, 240, 241. Ve have as certain Evi- 
dence that there is a God, as can be, conſi- 
der ing his Nature, 241, 242. He has tam- 
ped a Character of himſelf upon our Mind, 
242, 243, 244, 245, 246, 2 „ 248, 249. 
Which neceſſarily implies his Eattence? = 
250, 251, 252, 253. His Exiſtence own- 
ed by the common Conſent of Mankind, TI: 
60. Though ſome Inſtances of the contrary 
are pleaded by Mr. Lock, III. 545. His 
Exiſtence further proved from the Works of 
Nature, I. 253, 254, 255, 256, 257, 258, 
259. And from ſuch Beings as could not 
poſſibly proceed from Matter and Motion, 260, 


261, 242, 263, 264. III. 547. From Mi- 
E races 
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racles, eſpecially thoſe recorded in Scriptare, 
J. 4. 5 from our own Knowledge of 
things, III. 546. So that the Belief of it 
does not proceed from Ignorance, II. 41, 42. 
He alone is to be worſhipped with Religious 
Worſhip, V. 68. Not to be worſhipped by 
Images, pl p P. 404, 405. 1s an Eternal 
Mind, p p p. 425, 426. His Ends in 
creating the World, II. 86, 87. Of his 
Divine Fuſtice. See Juſtice. He cannot 
do any thing that is Evil, or argues an Im- 
perfection, III. 236, 237. His abſolute Sove- 
reignty not the chief Cauſe of his Pumſhments, 
248, 249, 250 
A God by Office, a new A a+ Myſte- 
ry, ; uy 
D. Godden's manner of dealing with his J 
ver ſaries, VI. 34, 77, 92, 149. His un- 
fair Proceeding after the Conference at the 
Deanry, 183, 184, 185 
God-fathers and God-mothers, II. 642, 643, 
644, 645 
Publick Good, the Rule and Meaſure of Alle- 
giauce, III. 939, 940. The Laws the Stan- 
dard of this publick Good, 941. Oaths not 


to be taken againſt it, 941, 942, 943, 946, 


947, 948, 949 

St. Goodrick's Aſiracles, V. p P. 216 
Goſpel's Succeſs in the World a powerful Proof 
of its being from God, I. 195, 196, 197. 
What Prejudices it bad to conflict with, 
197 — 208. How it over- powered them 
all, 208, 209. Deſned to promote the 
greateſt Purity both of Heart and Life, 223 
Goſpel according to the Hebrews, III. 439 
Sr. Matthew's Goſpel, in what Language writ- 


ten, III. 429 
Goths. See Laws. | 
Gratianus Municeps killed in Britain, III. 

182, 182 


Greece's fir/t Plantation, I. 349, 350, 351, 
352, 353, 354, 355- And Language, 355, 
356, 357. What the Greeks worſhipped moſt 
anciently, V. ppp. 410 

Greek Church. See Church. 

Gregory. de Valentia denies not that Divine 
Honour is given to ths Euchariſt, &c. V. 


49 
St, Gregory blamed for his Credulity in the 
point of Miracles, V. pp. 225, 226 
Gregory II. for Image-Worſhip, againſt his Pre- 
deceſſor's Opinion, V. ppp. 462, 463. 
Cries up thoſe for Martyrs who ſuffered for 
the Worſhip of them, p P P. 465, 466 
Gregory VIIth the firſt Contriver of the Clergy's 
Oath to the Pope, V. ppp. 708. His Fu- 
croachments upon Kings, 712 
Grime ſdike, III. 185 
Grot ius diſowns the Charge of Socinianiſin, 


| III. 271 
Ground See Holy. 


Ad. 


Gualbertus, Monk in Florence, V. p pp: 651 


Cair Guaricon, FRE. II. 940 
St. Guibert's pleaſant Stories of the Relicks of 
Saints, V. PP. 229, 230, 231 


Guide. See Church of Rome, Infallibility, 
Judge in Controverſies, Rule of Faith, 
No Guide of Chriſt's Appointment, whoteachcs 
any other Doctrine than he taugbt, VI. 703, 
704, 705. Authority of the Guides of the 
Church, what, YH PP p. 54—65 

Guide in Controverſies, bis Principles, V. pp. 
123. Conſider d, 124, 125. The Abſur- 
dity of them, | 131, 132 

Guilt, confidered as to the Nature of it, III. 
363, 388, 389. The Tranſlation of it, ibid. 


H. 


TAdrian's Vall, where, See Wall. 
Ar. Hales's Opinion concerning the Di- 
vine Right of Epiſcopacy, II. 403, 404. 
Lord Chief Juſtice Hales's Three Conſtituents of 
the Laws of England, III. 740. His Laws 
written and unoritten, 757, 759 
Hanno the Carthaginians Prayer to Jove, V. 
: 4. P PP-I7 
Happineſs of Man owned to lie in a Reſemblance 


of God, the | II. 60 
Run, how to be under/tood when applied to a 
Sacrifice, III. 330, 331, 332, 340 


Heathens, whence ſo called, III. 898. Why 
accuſed of Atheiſm, I. 7. Whereas they aſ- 
ſerted one Supreme God, V. pp p. 9 — 45. 
Their Mythology, I. 365, 366, 367, 368, 
369, 370, 371, 372, 373. Had their 
publick Societies for Worſhip, II. 202, 203, 
204, 205, 206, 207. And their Feſtival 
Solemnities, 205. The Supreme God they 
worſhipped, not the Devil, V. ppp 405, 
406. Three ſerts of Image- Ni orſbip among 
them, 409, 410. They anointed Stones for 
their Worſhip, 413, 415, 416. The Wiſer 
of *them did not look upon their Images as 
Gods, but as Symbols and Repreſentations 


of a Superiour Being, 437, 438, 439, 440. 
And therefore diſowned the worſhipping of 


Stocks and Stones, 517 
Hebrews. See Epiftle. That Epiſtle for a 
long time not received at Rome, VI. 192 
Hector Botthius's Authority enquired into, III. 
| 162, 163, 164. 
Helvetian Churches condemn Separation, II. 
Hengiſt and Horſa, 


353 
met III. 193. Hengiſt's 
eat), : 


204. 

Henry IV. an Uſurper, III. 841, 842 
Henry VIIIth's Breach with the Pope, VI. 745, 
746, 747, 748, 749 

Hereſy, II. 220, 221. at, 650. 
What anciently underſtood by it bere, III. 
782, Againſt the Humanity of Cbriſt, III. 


435 
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35, 436. Againſt bis Divinity, 436. He- 
58 as flated amongſt the Romaniſts, re- 
quires three things to make up the Charge of 
zt, VI. 718. The nature of its Propoſition, 
718, 719, 720. The Authority of the Propo- 
nent, 720, 721. And the Ohſtinacy of the 
Party, 721, 722, 723. But very falſly as ap- 
plied by them, 523, 724. It caſt ont of the Ca- 
tholick Church, 

Hereticks, when 
tization. 

Hermes Triſmagiſtus, I. 21, 22, 76, II. 3 

Herodotus, 1. 43, 44 

Heylyn (Peter) Chara@erized, VI. 32. 

oncerning the Sacrifice of the Maſs, VI. 179 

Hierome. See Jerome. 
igh-Prieſts. See Jews. 

Hiſtory of ancient Times very obſcure, I. 9. 
And very uncertain, 5 9, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 
65. V hence ſo rarely to be met with, 11, 
12. The Deſign of ſome of theſe Hiſtories, 29. 

The beſt uſe to be made of Hiftory, ibid. No 
certain Credibility in thoſe Hiftorys which 
ſeem to contradif the Scriptures, 10. What 
Nations have pretended to moſt Antiquity of 

Hiſtory, 16. Hiftorys of Greece, 35 — 45. 
III. 165. Aud of Rome, III. 165. Scrip- 
ture Hiſtory credible and certain, I. 66, &c. 

Hobbs's Notions about God conſidered, II. 60, 


61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68 
Dr. Holden, I. 6 


01 

Holy Candles, VI. 579, 580 

Holy-Days. See Days. 

Holy Ghoſt, might be Equal, Conſuhſtantial, 
and Equal with the Son, though not procee- 
ding from him, IV. 32, 33. His Afiftance 
of the Faithſul, V. p p. 129, 130. Doubt- 

ful whether divers of the Fathers did believe 
the Holy Ghoſt's Proceſſion from the Son, IV. 
10, &c. They did not account it neceſſary to 
be believed, 10, 11, 12, 29, 30, 31, 32. 
They made the Belief of that ſufficient to Sal- 


; 675 
to be Rebaptized. See Rebap- 


vation, which does not imply the Proceſſion 


from the Son, 12, 13, 14, 15. They do not 
aſſert the Eternal Proceſſion of the Spirit from 
the Son, but the Conſubſtantiality of the Spi- 
rit with the Son, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20. 
Divers Popes alſo of the ſame Perſuaſion, 20, 
21, 22. And ſome Conncls, 23, 24, 25, 
26, 27. Nor is Theological Reaſon againſt 
them herein, 2 *. Nor the Athanaſian Creed, 


68, 69, 70 

Holy Ground, bow to be Reverenced, V. ppp. 
570, 57! 

Holy Oil, VI. 579, 580 


Holy Places. See Places. 
Holy Water. See Water. 
Homily's of the Church of England, no fa- 
vourers of Images, e 
Honoratus's Miracle, V. p p. 226 
Hooker cleared, as to a Paſſage in his Works, 
iy. 229. 226 
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Horſa. See Hengiſt. | | 
Hoſpitallers and their Lands, III. 693 
Hoſt. See Idolatry. The Elevation of it for 
Adoration but of late date, III. 146, 147. 
The fmfulneſs of its Adoration, VI. 76, 153, 
154, I55, 171, 5355 536, 585. Let re- 
quired by the Council of Trent, 535. Why 
the Romaniſts adore it, V. 43. Therecan- 
not he the ſame Reaſon 775 adoring the Hoſt, 
as for worſhipping Chrift himſelf, ibid. No 
Aan, on the Principles of the Roman Church, 
can be ſecure he does not commit Idolatry in 
uch Adoration, 44, 46 
Hunni, who, III. 180 
Jo. Huſs goes to Conſtance upon a ſafe conduct, 
and bow uſed there. IV. 336, 337, 338, 


St. Hya's Miracle, 
| J. 


Addus, the High -Prieſt, III. 955 
Jamblichus's myſtical Notions, V. p p p. 
A 621, 622 

K. James 1ſt, afited the King of Bohemia, III. 


2 

Janus, another Name for Noah, J. boo 
Icarians, what they worſhipped for their Deity, 
. V. PPP: 409 

Ideas, III. 504, 505, 506, 507, 508, 509, 
510, Fil. Simple and Complex, 549. Whe- 
ther ſufficient Proof of a Deity. See God, 
and 508, 545, 546, 547. The Doctrine of 
them conſidered, 5 24, 525. The Defed of 
this way of Knowledge, 532. The ill 
De made of it, 530, 531, 532. Whe- 
ther Simple Ideas are the Foundati- 
on of our Knowledge, 526, 527, 528, 531, 
532, 539, 542, 543, 552, 553, 564, 565, 
566, 581, 582, 583, 584, 585, 586. The 
firſt uſe of the Word, 529, 530. Ideas of 
Subſtances, 549. The Doctrine of Certainty 
by Ideas of dangerous Conſequence to Religi- 
on, 543, 568, 570 580. No Cer- 
tainty by Ideas unleſs they be clear and di- 
ſtint, 566, 592. How far a Certainty by 
Ideas differs from a Certainty by Reaſon, 
590 — 604 

Idolatry, What, VI. 12, 65, 66, 67, 95, 96, 
97, 98, 172, 173, 873, 877, 878. Net 
kneeling bel or looking towards any thin 
when we worſhip, 13, 14. The ——_ 
neſs of its diſtinction into Material and For- 
mal, 18. Its firſt Riſe, I. 6. No divine 
Revelation for it, VI. 18. Conſiſtent with 
holding all the Do@rinal Points of Faith, 60, 
61. V. Dp p. 546. A falſe Notion of it 
entertained in the Church of Rome, p p p-. 
7. How far Dr. Stillingfleet makes the 
Sinfulneſs of it to depend upon a poſitive Law, 


78, 79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84. The Idolatry 
. 
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of the Gentiles, according to Voſſius, VI. 
83, 84. Whether the Notion of Idolatry be 
determinable by the Church, 99, 166, 172. 
Net only the Heatheniſh Idolatry forbidden by 
God, but the giving himſelf ſuch Worſhip as 
be judges nuworthy of him, V. 35, 36. The 
Iſraelites did not fall into the Heathen Ido- 


latry, when they wor ſhipped the Golden Calf, 


36, 37. No Contradiction in the charging 
the Romaniſts with Idolatry, p p. 7 Dr. 
Godden's Notion of Idolatry examined, p pp. 
1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9. How the Writers 
of that Communion endeavour to quit their 
Church of Idolatry, pP. 346, 347. The 
Beginning of the Worſhip of Idols, p p p. 
509, 510. Scriptures uſe the Word Idol, 
for the Repreſentation of all ſorts of things, 
which are made the Objects of Worſhip, p pp. 
512. 4 Parallel between the Heatheniſh 
and Romiſh Idolatry, VI. 116, 117, 120, 
inne,, 123, 1236, 129; 
130. Particularly, in the Worſhip of the 
Crucifix, 140, 141. The Worſhip of the 
Hoſt, 153, 154, 155. The Worſhip of 
Saints, 156, 157, 158, 161, 162, 171. 
Upon what account the Fathers charged the 
Heathens with Idolatry, 138. As they did 
in the Worſhip of Images, 139, 140, 141, 
142, 152, 153, 158, 161, V. pp p. 26, 
27. The Vorſbip of falſe Gods, VI. 142, 
143, 144. The worſhip of ee 28 144, 
145, 146, 147, 148, 150, 151. V. . 
5 ny The alive God the Soul i. 
World, VI. 152, 153, 154, 155. The In. 
tent ion of not giving External Worſhip to a 
Creature, as eſteemed wortby of divine Ho- 
nour, will not excuſe from Idolatry, 162, 198, 
164, 165, 168, 171, 172. The Chriſt: 
Church condemns thoſe of Idolatry, who 
have been guilty only of applying ſome Exter- 
nal appropriate Acts of Divine Vorſbip, to 
to others beſides God, V. pp p. 373, 374. 
How applying ſuch Ads of Religious Worſhip 
toa Creature, make "_e 105 ny, 
375, 376. Church of Rome makes 
A 3 of Idolatry, V. 20. They 
are in the ſame Caſe with the Arians, whom 
they acknowledge to be Idolaters, 3 1, 32. 4 
miſtake does not excuſe from Idolatry, 51. 
Biſhop Taylor cleared, ibid. It is Idolatry 
to Worſhip God by an Image, p p p. 435, 
436. Whether a true Church allowing and 
countenancing the Practice of Idolatry, ceaſes 
hereby to be a true Church, V. pp p. 548, 
549 
Idols, hom allowed in China, V. pp P- 45, 
46. Meats offered to them, whether lawful 
to be eaten, 1855 II. 167 
St. Jerome of Epiſcopacy, II. 321 -— 332. 
Concerning the Catholiciſm of the Church of 


Rome, IV. 302, 303, 304. And its In- 
_ fallibility, | 310, 311 
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Jerome of Prague's Safe CunduF, &c. 338 
Jeſuits, V. ppp. 664, 565, 666, 667, 668. 
Their Order founded in Fanaticiſm, V. 118, 
119, 120, 121, 122, 123, 124. They are 
for raſiſing lawful Authority, 131, 132, 
133, 134. Their Oppoſition to Biſhops and 
their Authority, 165, 166, 167, 168, 169, 
170. Their Differences in Matters of Do- 
&rine, 170. 171. ACheat of ſome Engliſh 
Jeſuits, p p. 245, 6. Which tin ned to great 
advantage to them till diſcovered, p p. 247, 
248. Jeluits in China of a different Opi- 
nion from St. Paul, ppp. 442, 443, 
444 
372, 


Biſhop Jewel, perſecuted by the Difenters hs 
his Sermon at St. Paul's Croſs, Il. 439 
Jews Characters, both Sacred and Prophane, I. 
63. Their State, whilſt tributaiy to the - 
Kings of Perſia, and Syria, III. 955. When 
they bad their Libeity granted them by the 

- 1 Syria, oy. When reduced to the 
orm'of a Roman Province, 95 6 . 
Their High-Prieſts changed 29 ik 
Romans, in our Samour's time 964. 
Ignatius Loiola, Atherftical and Ipnorant, V. 
118, 119, 120, 121, 122, 123, 124, 244, 


— 


Jeſus's Name Bowed at, V. 41. pp p. 
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Ignorance in the Vulgar Sort promoted in ho 
Church of Rome, VI. 580, 581 

Illuminati. See Alumbrados. 

Iltutus, a Diſciple of St. Germanus, III. 127. 
A great Promoter of Learning among the 
Britains, DO ibid. 

Images not to be Worſhipped, IV. 581, 582, 
583, 584, 585. V. PPP+- 553, 554. VI. 
161, 170, 584. Not allowed in Churches, 
V. pp p. 447, 448, 449. Allowed in 
Churches, hut not. Ii orſbipped, p p p. 455, 456. 
By whom ſaid to be firſt ſet up, 510. Many 

extravagant ones, ibid. Proper Latria given 

to an Image is truly Idolatry, 514, 515. 

Germanus the Patriarch, a zealous Patron 

of their Worſhip, 466. Tho. Aquinas a 

ſerts the ſame Worſhip to belong to Chriſt and 

his Image, 559. what a Change made in 
the Doctrine and Practice of the Roman 

Church as to Images, between the Tears $04, 

and 714. 494, 495, 496. Worſhip of La- 

tria given to the Image of Chriſt, and why, 

483, 484, 494, 495, 496. Images of God, 

according to Cajetan, of 3 ſorts, 6, 7. God 

not to be Worſhipped by Images, 425, 426. 

Pope Gregory 2d for Image-worſhip, againſt 

his Predeceſſor's Opinion, 462, 463. And 

hs crys up for Martyrs, thoſe ho ſuffered 
for the Worſhip of Images, 465, 466. Homi- 
lies of the Church of England againſt this 
ſert of Werſhip, 5 26, 5 27. What the Church 
of England means by Adoration of Images, 

TL 
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of the Principal 


te. 3 err 


Matters. 


VI. 36, 37. What Adoration the Lollards | 


were required to give them, 37. Worſhip of 
Images diſallowed of by the Primitive Chriſti- 
ans, 68, 141, 142, 715. V. 29. &c. PPpP- 
26, 35, &c. 441, 442. See Chriſtians, 
and Nice. Condenmed by the Council of 
Frankfort, V. 33. And of Paris, 34- 
Jett both decreed, and uſed by the Church of 
Rome. VI. 71, 73, 90, $2, 93, 108, 109, 
114, 521, 522, 523, 524, 525. However 
proved to be Idolatry, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 
140, 522. What courſe the Council of 

rent has taken to refify matters of this 
nature, 522. A great difference between 
the regard due to Holy Places and Utenſils, 


and the Worſhip of Images, 94, 95. Second 


Council of Nice denies Latria to Images, 108, 
109. Though it be relative, 522. Council 
of Trent avoided declaring what Worſhip 
they thonght due to them, IV. 585. bife- 
riour Worſhip given them, neither anſwers 
the Reaſons given by the Councils, nor the 
Practice of the Roman Church, VI. 112, 
113. Our Charge againſt the Romaniſts as 
to the Worſhip of Images groſiy miſrepreſen- 
ted, 521. Such Worſhip clearly forbidden 
in Scripture, ibid. Particularly is plainly 
againſt the Second Commandment, V. 21, 
22. What Notion the wiſer Heathens had of 
Images, 25, 29. The Worſhipping of God 
by Images, proved by St. Paul to be unreaſo- 
nable, 28. The Command againſt Image- 
Worſhip was no Ceremomal Law, reſpecting 
meerly the Jews; but the reaſon of it extends 
to all Ages aud Nations, eſpecially to us, who 
live under the Goſpel, 35. The faſt occaſi- 
on given for knowing the meaning of the 
Law concerning Images, what, 36. Images 
of God unſuitable to his Nature, p p p- 421, 
422, 423. Worſhip of bim by Images repug- 
nant to bis Will, 424. The difference of the 
Images of Heathens and Romaniſts, what, 
437. How, and when the Worſhip of them 


began in the Chriſtian Church, 459, 460. 


Image. wor ſhip objeded by Jews and Gentiles 
againſt the Chriſtians, as Joon as it prevailed, 
461. The Defenders of this Worſhip make 
nſe of Treaſon and Rebellion to maintain it, 
ibid. Fabulous Storys of Images, for recom- 
mending them to the Peoples Devotion, 465. 
And lying Miracles, ibid. Many Martyrs 
for Image-worſhip,. 466. Antiquity, Fathers, 
and Councils pretended for it, ibid. When 
Tmages of God and the Trinity brought into 
the Roman Church, 458. And V indicated, 
ibid. Arguments for Image- worſpip, 478, 
479. The Ridiculouſneſs of ſuch Worſhip, 
479, 480, 481. Plato a great Worſhipper 
9 Images, 432, 434. The Worſhip of 1 
mages in Rome, Heathen, and Chriſtian, 


compared together, 497, 498, 499, 500, 


5or, 502, 503, 504. Four ſorts of Images 


3 65 
Immortality. See Soul. | 
Impanation, what, VI. 22 
Impoſition of Hands, II. 323, 324, 32 
Incenſe, one ſort of Religious Worſhi N VI. O 
534. A token of Divine Worſhip, V op . 
361, 362. Not to be burnt now under the 


Goſpel, VI. 160, 161 
Incomprehenſible, what is ſo as to the manner, 


may be a neceſſary Article of Faith, as fay 
as it is plainly revealed, III. 357, 
Indifferent things, II. 185, 186. Occaſion of 
great Contentions, 178, 179. May 1 
dered and determined by i; Church, 179, 
180, 185, 186, 187, 188, 189 
Independency founded upon Reaſons that affect 
all other Churches, as well as ours, II. 568, 
569, 570. Met inflituted by Chrift, 588. 
Nor taught by his Apoſtles, 570, 571, 572. 
Not in the Church of Carthage, 5 27 573» 
574, 575- Nor Exemplified in Scripture, 
$75» 576, 77 Nor doth the Nature of the 
Thing, nor the Duty of Man require it, 577, 
578. See Dioceſan Epiſcopacy. Hs fir/t 
Riſe, 493, 494. The unreaſonableneſs of 
its Principles, 493. The Independents Or- 
dination, 495, 496. Their Progreſs, 97 
498, 499, 500, 501, 502, 503, F 4 - 
byterians Charge againſt them, ibid. 
Index Expurgatorius, VI. 512, 580 
Indulgences, V. 185, 197, 198. The pra- 
ice of them, 186, 187. then begun, ibid. 
Upon what occafion, 188. Indulgences for 
ſaying Prayers, 190, 191. What Opinion 
bas been had of Indulgences in the Roman 
Church, 192, 193, 194, 195, 196. The 
Abſurdity hereof, 198, 199, 200, 201: 
The hindrance they are to Devotion, 202. 
How taught by the Council of Trent, VI. 
435, 436. I hat meant by them in the 
Church of Rome, 545, 546. An Impoſition 
upon thoſe that purchaſe them, 586, 587 
Infallibility. See Church of Rome, Goun- 
cils, Judge of Controverſies, Scriptures. 
The Romaniſts great Boafts of it, IV. 484, 
455. Ru Sang of ſuch eme VI. 
57 7 733,734. 45a ars, from 
the Doctrine f Ly Brie 's I rw 
Eſſential to a Sacrament, IV. 532, 533, 
534, 535, 536, 537. From the Dofrine 
of Tranſubſtantiation, 543 — 553. From 
the Do@rine of —_ the Cup to the Laity, 
553 564. From the Invocation 0 
Saints, 564 -—— 581. From the Vorſbi 
| Agra 581, 582, 583, 584. Infallib;- 
ity never promiſed to the Church, VI. 936. 
Nor doth the 228 of it overthrow all Church- 
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Autbority, V. p p. 97; 98, 99, 100. VI. 


upiſis to the preſent Churcb, than to Oral 
Tradition, IV. 627, 628, 629, 645. The 
Iufallibility of the Pope and Councils diſowned 
by Mr. White, 640, 641, 642, 643. The 

- Notion of Infallibility, V. pp. 30, 31. 
No neceſſity for it under Natural Religion, 
32. The utmoſt aſſurance a Man can have 


of the Church's Infallibility is only moral, 


34. N. O's Proofs of Infallibility examined, 
42, 43. The Arguments from Scripture for 
it, 44. The Arguments from Tradition, 
47, 48. Thoſe from Reaſon, 52, 53. St. 


Auguſtin's Teſtimony concerning it, IV. 188, 


189, 190, 191, 192, 193, 194, 195. VI. 
592, 693. V. pp. 32, 33, 34, 94, 953 96. 
Not the ſame Motives of Gredibility far the 
Church's Infallibility, which there were for 
the dufallibility of Moſes and the Prophets, 
Chrift and bis Apoſtles, 123. Miracles, 
though granted, would not prove the Church: 
of Rome hifallzble, 250, 251. It is as im- 
Poſſible for a Church that has Erred to be In- 


Fuallible, as for an Infallible Church to Err, 
VI. 644, 731. Our Lord has never pro- 


miſed to keep Men more from Errour, than 
from Sin, 68 5, 736. Suppoſmg the Church 
of Rome-Infallible, and proved to be ſo by 
Motives F Gredibility, this does not ſave from 
the Cirale objef&ed to the Romaniſts, IV. 
122, 123, 124. VI. 618. How proved by 
Motives of Credibility, which belong to tbe 
Church, IV. 124, 125, 126, 127, 128, 
181, 182,183, 184. Ad what thoſe Mo- 
dives are, 128, 129, 130, 131, 132, 133. 
. Whether proved ot herwiſe, 147, 148, 149, 
150. What Claim the Church of Rome 
can bave to it, 156, 157, 158. VI. 651, 
730. An odd way of arguing for it, IV. 
249, 250. VI. 727. Whether T. C's. Me- 
thod would ever convince a Heathen of it, 
IV. 174, 175, 176, 177, 228, The Intri- 
cacy of it, 216, 217. The great Miſchief of 
vain I retences to Infallibility, 179, 180, 
181, 183, 184, 285. It ſerves rather to 
keep Menin Errour, than preſerve them from 
it, VI. 727. St, Cyril's Opinion concern- 
zi it, IV. 312. Kuffinus's, 312, 313. 
Of St. Hilary, VI. 693. Of St. Athana- 
ius, ibid. and IV. 234, 235. Of St. Ba- 
Jil, VI. 693. Of Epiphanius, and St. 


Chry ſoſtam, ibid. T. C's. Subſtance and | 


Degrees.of Infallibility, IV. 193. Infallibi- 
lity ſuppoſes the Being of a God, 200. As 
likewiſe a Fromiſe of ſuch Infallibility extant 
In Seripture, 227, 228, 229, 230. Whether 
the High-Prieft aud his Clergy were Iufallible 
under the Law, 231,232. - If they bad been, 
this would mot have proved the Church of 


Rome to be ſo, 233. The pretended Neceſ- | 


726, 727. Attributed by far more -of the 


ty af ſucb an Tufallibility, 233, 234. VI. 
ng Infallibility did mot prevent 3 
in the Apoſtles. Days, IV. 233. No where 
promiſed in the New-Teltament, 234, 242, 
243, 244. VI. 661. The Fromiſes made t 
the Apoſtles, nat to be extended to vent 
Church of all Ages, IV. 243, 244. VI. 
555, 556, 557, 590. Nor to all the Fa- 
tors and Doctors of it, IV. 244, 245. VI. 
555. What is ſaid of the jeſuits in this re- 
Jpe&, IV. 245. Texts of Scripture cited in 
behalf of the Infallibility of the Cburch Re- 
preſentative, ibid. But to very little pur- 
poſe, 245, 247, 248, 249. Bellarmin's 

Aut boritys in hahalf of the Church's Infalli- 
lility conſidered, 305, &c. VI. 391. Of 
- :Pope's Perſonal nfallibility, 518, See 


Pope. . 
Infant - Baptiſm. See Baptiſm. 
Inhabitants of Indoſtan, V. p pp. 608, 


5 3 | © 
Innovations in Matters of Faith. See Faith. 4 
Inſects, - | II. 23, 23, 26 
Intention of the Prieſt made eſſential to a Sacra- 
ment, IV. 532, 533, 534, 535, 536, 537, 
| : : 538, 539, 540, 541 
Invocation of Saints. See Prayer to Saints. 
Condemned, V. 52, 53. PP p. 363, 364. 
whether conſiſtent with the acknowledgment of 
our ſole Dependance upon God for all our 
Bleſangs, „e denn 378 
Joachim the Abbot. See Abbot. | 
Johannes de Vincentia, or V incenza, an Dn- 
poſfour, | . „V. pp. 241 
John of Conftantinople, cited for the Church 
of Rome's Catholiciſm, IV. 297, 298 
John, (King England) no Rightful King, 
III. 953, 954. Refignted bis Crown to the 
Pope, V. pp Pp. 729. And ſwore Homage 
to bim, ibid. His Charter figned by the Bi- 
Pops, 3 
Joſeph (the Patriarch, thought to be the Egyp- 
tian Apis, and Serapis, I. 372 
Joſeph of Arimathea, wat the Converter of this 
Iflmd, III. 4, 8&c. Nor Founder of the 
Church at Glaſſenbury, 18, 19 
Joſephus Acoſta, no Friend to Miracles, V. 
| 5 PP. 234 
Ireland. Its Antiquities, III. 165, 166, 167, 
168, 169, 170, 171,172. The true Ori- 
ginal of their Annals, 172, 173. What ac- 
count their Antiquarys give of their coming 
into the Northern parts of Britain, 174. 
How their Antiquities and the Scottiſh agree, 
| 174, 175 
Iren, what Place ſo called, il 44, 
Irenzus. See Antiquity. His Reſolution of 
Faith, IV. 259, 260, 261, 262, 263. A 
Paſſage of his concerning the Pops's Potentior 
Principalitas confidered, 423, 424, 425, 
426 
Irre- 
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443, 444, 445, 455. VI 682, 683, 685, 


Juries. See Trials. 5 
Juriſdiction, what, III. 767. Here, is two- 
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Irregularity, upon Aivers Occaſions, III. 835, 
836. V bet her taken away by the Reſorma- 


837 


Nom, | 110 | 
Ifrael remamaed .a Church aſter the 4 


between Judah and the Twelve Tribes, IV. 
253, 254. The LAalatries of the Ilraelites, 


" VV. pp. $36 

St. Ita s Miracle, V. pp. 210 
abilees, 10 V. 188 
uclas, wbetbar preſent at our Lord's laſt Sup- 

Pe Il. 599 


5 | f 
judge of Controverſies, V. pp. 72, 73. See 
alſo Infallibility, Church of Rome, Scri- 
ture. The Neve ſity of a living Judge in 
matters of Faith conſidered, IV. 441, 442, 


San there, 203. What Kings reigned there 
when Claudius came from Rome, 901 
Kentigern's Miracles, V. p p. 205, 207, He 
vas the jt that preached Chriſtianity to the 
Saxons in England, p pp. 671 
Keys given to St. Peter. Ses Peter. Power 


of them, U. 432; 432 
The King declared Head of the Chr, Il. per. 
Is fupreme Patron of all Benefices, 781, 890 
And preſents to them upon Promotion of the 
Incumbent to a Biſhoprick, 886, 887, 888, 
889. Nor ought be to be debarred of bis 
King Arthur, Son of Uther Pendragan by 
Igerna, III. 207. The Britiſh Fables a- 


687 — 697, 702, 703, 704, 705, 199, 
8 - .- ._f{lO, 71 732, 733 
Judgments of Alam different Sizes, II. 156 


Nat Judgment of Diſcretion allowed to pri- 


vate Perſons in matters of Religion, VI. 200, 
. 201, 373, 374, 388, 390, 392, 393, 394, 
395, 396. See Reaſon and Spitit. 
Julian the Apoſtate's Vindication of theHea- 
then Iolatry, V. ꝓ p p. 418. His Agreement 
with the Pupiſls herein, 


Church, V. 98. Her Revelations, 99 
Jupiter, whether the Supreme God, or an Arch- 
il, VI. ), 18, 10, 20, 21, 22, 
129 138. A threefold Senſe of bim 
amongſt the Fathers, 126, 127, 128. The 
Character given of him by the Romans can 
belong only to the Supreme God, V. pp p- 15, 
1 „ 16, 17 


fold Abe and Temporal, 742, 767, 768. 
Of Patriarchs and Metropolitans, 63, &c. 


.. Papal, 65 90. Of the Archbiſhop of 
Canterbury, | Ltd e 
Jas Italicum, III. 916 


Tuſtice Punitive in God, what, III. 235. 
When agreeable to bis Wiſdom and Holineſs, 
is a proper Divine Attribute, 236. No breach 
in the Meaſures of it, by our Saviour”s er- 
ing bimfelf for our Redemption, ibid. Uni- 
verſal Juſtice an eſſential Attribute of God, 

236, 237. How far Punitive Juſtice is 
founded in it, 237, 238. Very agreeable 
to Divine Fuſtice to accept a Satisfaction on 


behalf of the Sins of Mankind, 239 


Juſtin Martyr. See Antiquity. His Refoln- 
tion of Faith, IV. 254, 255, 255, 257, 


258. His Senſe of Idolatry, V. p pp. 9, 10, 
11 
K. 


V. p p. 211 
A. Kent, bad 4 Roman Forts in it, and 
where, III. 904. The Saxons Kingdom be- 


4186, 419. 
Juliana, a great Co in the Roman 


| bout him, 208, 209, 210, 211. His Seal, 


211, 212. His Inſcription on his Coffin, 212. 
Leland's and Price's Vindication of bin, ibid. 
Fordon's Acraumt of bim from Geoffry, 
212, 213. Hector Boëthius 's, 213. 122 
Diploma to Cambridge, 211, 215. 4 7 
Aion made whether ever there were ſuch a 
2% Perſon, et 
King Athelſtan, II. 544 
King John. See John. | 
King Stephen's bad Title to the Crown,V;ppp. 
709. Confirmed by the Pope, ibid. He pro- 
miſes Obedience to the Pope, ibid. The 
Clergy ſwore only a conditional Allegiance to 
bim, ibid. Appeals to Rome frequent in 
bis time, 70 
King Lucius. See Lucius. | 
King's Bench, what ſort of Court, III. 884. 


King's Supremacy. See Supremacy. 
King-killing Doctrine, IV: 438, 439 
Kircher, I. 32, 33 


Kneeling at the Communion, II. 646. What 
meant by it, V. 41. Charged with Idolatry, 
VI. 12, 13. Papiſis not required to kneel 
in the Ad of Receiving, - ol 

Knowledge, what degree of it Man was at ff 
endued with, I. 2. Our firſt Parents Know- 
ledge of all Creatures, 3. The Deficiency of 
humane Knowledge, III. 532. Whether all 
5 is ron 2 549, 555,556 
5, bow uſed in Scripture, III. 326, 327. 

has the Jews end it, 328, _ 

1 330, 341 


C what they worſhipped, V. 
PP P- 410, 413. 

Landaff. The Biſhops there once claimed an Ar- 
chiepiſcopal Power, III. 217, 224, 225 
Languages, whence the Diverſity of them aroſe, 
I. 262, 263, 264, 265 


|Lapſe of Berafices, in what time, III. 723, 


724. And to whom, | 26, 727 
3 the Goſpel- State called ſo, II. 257 
Latria due only to God, V. pp p. 476. But 

other things, 


| 


by Accident it may belong to 
| | ibid. 
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ibid. What it is, VI. 525 | 
Archbiſhup Laud exclaimed againſt, IV. 44. 
Charged with Sophiſtry, 62, 79. And with 
a threefold Falſification of Vincentius Le- 
rinenſis, 88, 89, 50, 91, 92, 93 
Launoy has a pleaſant Story out of the Roman 
Martyrology, V. pp. 231, 232 
Law. See Moſes. E 
Laws Natural and Poſitive, hom different, II. 
164. Promiſory, Penal, and purely Poſitive, 
168. To make a poſitive Law immutable, 
it muſt be known to come from God, with an 
Intention to oblige to the World's End, 163, 
164, 165. How it may be known when a 
Poſitrue Law binds immutably, 165, 166, 
167, 168, 169. Laws penal againſt Papiſts, 
V. ppp. 694. Romaniſts ought to be 
ſubject to them, ibid. Good Reaſon to re- 
quire Obedience to them, 695, 696, 697. They 
are charged with Injuſtice and Cruelty, 698. 
This Charge conſidered, 699 — 737: The 
ancient Penal Laws compared with the mo- 
dern, 737. The Occaſion of the preſent Pe- 
nal Laws great, 738, 739, 740. Made a- 
gainfl Treaſons, 741, 742, 743, 744. No 
reaſon for the Repeal of them, 746, 747. 


Why, 747, 748, 749, 750. Humane Laws 
COS © * the Natur: of Good and Evil, 


VI. 737, 738. The Foimdat ions of our Laws 
III. 797, Cc. Laws the Standard of Pub- 
lick Good, III. 941 
Canox-Law, in divers Caſes not conſiſtent with 
Sincerity, III. 835, 836. Nor with the 
King's Power over Eccleſiaſtical Ws 836, 
837. The Uſe heretofore made of it, 831. 
Not now minded in ſome Caſes, 837 
Eccleſiaſtical Laws, III. 703, 704, 743. Theſe 
ſtand on the ſame bottom with the other 
parts of the Common Law of England, 754 
Common Law, III. 743, 746, 747, 752. Some 


Fundamental Maxims in it, 51 
Laws of Edward the Confeſſor, III. 743 
Gothick Laws, II. 751 


indiſpenſable Obligation, 171, 172, 173, 


174. God may limit the permiſiue Law of 


ature, 176. And may determine the Cir- 
cumſtances of what this Law enjoins, 177 
Lawful, an expreſs Command not neceſſary to 
make a thing ſo, II. 158, 159, 160, 174, 
176, 185, 186. Except in things whoſe 
Goodneſs depends upon a meer poſitive Com- 
_ wow. 3 : L. 
arning. the tians, I. 55, 76, 
77 78 . 4 through the Ro- 
man Empire by Antoninus Pius, and others, 
III. 133. The preſent State of it in tbeſe 


Parts, VI. 38 
Le Blanc's Opinion of Separation, II. 552 
Legates a latere, II. 930 
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Cair Legionum, : III. 91 
Leiceſter, called ancient) Cair Lerion, III. 
b | 911 
Le Moine. See Lettees. Ft 
Lent, bow obſerved in the ancient Church, II. 
9 | 195, 196 
Leporius Agricola, III. 116 


Letardus, or Luidhard, Queen Bertha's Biſhop 
before Auguſtine came, V. ppp. 673. He 
made the King inclinable to Gin ihianiy. ibid. 

Letters by whom invented, +; oo I 

Letters from Ar. Le Moine in French, II. 
650. And in Engliſh, 654. Ar. De 
L'Angle in French, 658. And in Engliſh, 
661. Ar. Claude in French, 664. And 


in Engliſh, 669 
Leviathan confuted, II. 425 
Liberius, the Pope, an Arian, VI. 47. Sub- 


ſeribed the Condemnation of Athanaſius, and 
owned the Sirmian Creed, III. 106 
Libertinus's Miracle, V. pp. 226 
Liberty of the Will. See Will. Chriſtian Li- 
berty may be reſtrained by the Magiſtrate, II. 
188, 189, 190, Some Dire@tons to be ob- 
ſerved in ſuch Reſtraint, 194, 195, 196, 


| I g 
, | Librariey. See Conſtantinople, Bibliotheea 


Capitolina, and the Muſeum at Alexan- 


dria | 
Licences from the Biſhop, III. 657 
Cair Ligualid, and Legeuit, and Lualid, III. 


914 

Lim in Kent, anciently Portus Lemanis, III. 
904 
and 
III. 911 
IV. 448 
Liturgy. See Gallican, and Forms of Prayer. 
Lobb's firſt Letter, III. 369. Its Anſwer, 370. 
His ſecond Letter, 37 1. The Biſhop's An- 
ſwer, . | 372 
Lock's Complaints of the Biſhop's peculiar way 
of Writing, UI. 521. His Lordſbip's An- 
ſwer, 522. He argues againſt bimſelf, 512, 
$23. Ridicules the Notion of Subſtance, 5 23. 
And condemns the Logician's Defmition of 
it, 524, 525. His Doctrine of Ideas en- 
quired into, 526, 527, 528, 529. See al- 
fo Ideas. He owns bis Belief of the Scrip- 
tures, and the Myſteries delivered by them, 
530, Acknowledges the Defe& of our Rea- 
fon, 532, 523. MAlakes the Soul not to be 
neceſſarily immaterial, 535, 536, 544. But 
confutes himſelf berein, 539, 540, 541. 

V indicated againſt Toland, in reſpect to his 
Belief of the Scriptures, 532, 533. Dired- 
ed to an eaſy way of clearing himſelf, by omi 
ing the Doctrine of the Trinity, 563 


Lol. 


Lincoln anciently called Cair Luitcoit, 
by the Romans Lindum, 
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Lollards, bow required to worſhip Saints and 
Images, | „ 0, Vhev$ 
London, whence ſo called, III. 899. 3 
ed by the Romans, 27, 897, 898, 899, 

900, &c. The chief Metropolis among the 
Romans, 121, 122. Called Auguſta, 122. 
The firſt mention we find made of it is in Ta- 


citus, 896. Celebrated for its Antiquity by| 


Ammianus Marcellinus, ibid. Severel) 
uſed by the Britains, ibid. Vhetbher it were 
a Roman Colony, 918, 919 
Lord's Day. See Day. TY 
Lord's Supper. See Euchariſt, 
Lord's Prayer, whether to be uſed to Saints,V.39 
Loretto, famous for the miraculous Tranſlation 
of its Chappel thither, V. p p. 172, 173, 
174. Aliracles wrought there, 176, 
Loyalty taugot by the Church of England, 
| 1 | | 731, 732 
Lucian of Antioch, III. 444, 445 
Lucidus recanted bis Errors about Predeſtina- 
tion, | III. 123 
Luciferians. The Riſe of tbeir Scbijm, III. 59 
King Lucius's Government of all Britain di/- 
proved, III. 36, 37, 38. Jet not unlikely 


that there was ſuch a King in ſome part of 


Britain, and where, 39, 40, 41. Nor 
that be might entertain the Chriſtian Religion, 
41, 42. Tet this will not imply that there 
was no Chriſtianity here before, 42, 43, 44. 

His pretended endowment of Churches here, 1 10 
Ludgard's Miracle, V. p.p. 220 
Ludovicus de Barbo, a Reformer of the Be- 

nedictine Order, V. pp. 652 
Ludovicus V ives's Opinion of Popiſh Miracles, 


Luidhard. See Letardus. 
St. Lupus. See St Germanus. By whom ſent 

bither, III. 117, 118, 119, 120, 121 
Lutherans have many Ceremonies, II. 552, 553. 
How repreſented to the Greek Church, 482 
_ -» Lyons. T the Council there the Engliſh com- 


plain of the Pope, and refuſe the Tribute gran-. 


ted by King John, V. pp p. 729, 730 
Lyra complams of the Frauds of the Romiſh 


Frieſts, V. pp. 228 
MVVetzlena de la Cruz, a notorious Im- 
poftor, V. pp. 242, 243 
Magiſtrates Duty with reſpect to the 


_ + Chursb, II. 180. „The Extent of bis Power 
in Eccleſiaſtical Matters, 182, 183, 184, 
185. And in indifferent things, 185, 186, 
188, 189, 190. Hay reſtram Chriſtian Li- 
. berty, 188, 189, 190, 191, 192, 193. 
Some Directions to de obſerved in ſuch re- 
ſtraint, 194, 195, 196, 197. Alay ec oin 
Matters of Order and Decency, 197. And 
ſuch bis Injun#ions bind the Conſcaence, 198. 
Aay alſo alter them upon a fit Occafion, 198, 
| | — 199 
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V pp. 224| 


Magna Charta, III. 746. Ibe \hnention: of 
ae een een enn eee Jad C01 I 

Mahomet and bis Followers, III. 0 
Mahometans charged with. Idolatry, and for 


what, V. p pp. 409. See Mana. 
Maldonate, 210 great Friend to Romiſſi Mira- 


SE V. pp. 259, 260 
Mana, or Meneeth, vorſbipned 55 Maboms 
"tans; n. | V. ppp. 410 


Mancheſter ancientiy called Cair Maunguid, 


10 NX An ede III. 910 
Manes, whence be had his Not ion of two oppo- 
te Principles. of Good and Evil, I. 311. 
The Unreaſonableneſs of it, 311 312 
Manetho, whence he took bis Hiſtory, I. 22, 
23. Objedtions againſt it, 23, 24. Ge- 
cafion of his nriting it, 32. The Age be 
wrote in, ibid. His Egyptian Dynaſties, 


Manſe, what; 0 „ . hr & 
Marcus made Emperor in Britain, don 
taken off, + 7 III. 182. 485 
Markolis, and bis Figure, V. p pp. 412 
Maria Vilitationis;Abbefs of the Amunciation 
in Lisbon, outdid St. Francis, V. 189, 243 
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Maronites declared to be good Catholick 'Chyi- 
fans, NN IY 
{les not in being till Richard TId's time, 


Marque 


Marriage of Prieſts, and the ill eee 
aſſerting it to be worſe than Fornication, 
+61 r ee 
Martirius's Miracle, V. 5 2 — 
Mary Magdalen? Vial, and o her Relib See © 
Miracle 0) wn 1 
Mary, the Bleſſed Virgin, See Virgin. 
Maſſes made a Trade of, V. 80. See Miſſa, 
Maſters of Families were anciently their Priefts, 
| n wan 10, 211 
Matrimony. See Marriage. Made a Sacra- 
ment by the Council of Trent, VI. 486. 
Hut they had no Tradition to prove that it 
confers Grace, 486, 48), 488. The Greeks 
deny it to be-a Sign of the Conjunion of 
Chriſt and bis Church, 492. Allowed by the 
Canoniſts to the Excommunicate, 495 
Matter and Motion. See Cauſes. 
Matter cannot think, 508; 539; 540, 541, 
* | 542, 547, 598 


Maximus Tyrius's Vindication of the Heathen 
1440 ry, n V. 6 b 1 Fe 18 
Meaux. See Biſhop. 17 . N 
Mechanical Cauſes. See Cauſes. 
Mecredsburn, and the Battle fought there, III. 
| | ee K 206 
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Melchior Canus's: Opinion of Roman Mira- 
cles, V. p p. 224. He charges Bede and 
St, Gregory with relating Miracles upon 
Common Reports 


, 2 2224, 225 
Mellitus baniſhed, and why, III. 934 
G Men- 
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Mendicant Trins, bloſphemous Enthuſiaſts, | 


V. 105. Þ Þ p. 653. How they broke their 
Rule of Paverty, 655. Tet much encouraged, 


656, 657. How ſerved by the Pope, 660, | 


. 661. Their great Wealth, ibid. 4 Dia- 
lague betwixt a Mendicant and a plain Coun- 
. tryman, 662, 663 

Meneeth. See Mana. 

Mercury ſeems to have been Canaan, the Son 
of Cham, Th L 374 

Merit, what, VI. 424, 541. From God not 
in our Power, III. 381, 382. Uſed by St. 

Jerome for Authority and Principality in the 


Church, IV. 450. Not owned by Grego- 


ry the Great, VI. 712. And is a very un- 
reaſonable Doctrine, 542, 543, 586. Jet 
this Doctrine aſſerted by the Council of Trent, 
456, 467. But had no Catholick Tradition 
for it, 468, 469, 470,471. However it ts 

vo aſſerted to the height, VI. 473, 474. 
How it came to be entertained in the Roman 
Church, 
Metropoles, - III. 121 
Metropolitans, II. 280, 281, 282, 283, 284, 
285, 288, 289, 392, 411, 583, 504. 
Their Rights ſecured by Canon 4th of the 
Council of Nice, III. 60. Their Juriſdi- 
Sions, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67. Were in the 
Weſtern Church before St. Auguſtin's coming 
bither, 211. Their Power in this Nation, 
9 W | 698, 699 
Mice ſaſd ta be generated of the Mudd 


5 5 21, 22 
Miniſters of the Goſpel have all of them a Power 
reſpecting the Church in common, II. 278. 
And were appointed as ſoon as our Saviour 


began to preach the Goſpel, 283, 284. Iet 


are ſaid not to ſucceed by way of Analogy to 
the Prieſts under the Law, 321 
Miracles, ſaid to be done amongſt the Hea- 
thens, I. 160, 161. But far ſbort of thoſe 
amongſt Chriſtians, 161. In hat Caſes they 
may be expected as Credentials to a Divine 
Cammiſhon, 86, 87, 88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 
124, 125. No greater rational Evidence 
f a Divine Teſtimony than theſe, 160, 
161. Never nrought but for ſome coufi- 


derable end, 162. Our Religion fully efabli-| 


ſhed by them, 162, 153, 164, 165, 166, 
167, 158, 169, 172. The pretences to Aſi- 
racles in the Roman Church, 170. V.p p- 
170, 171. VI. 578, 579, 684. How to 
be known when true, I. 210. True Alira- 
cles may be diſtinguiſhed from falſe, 211, 
212, 213, 214, 215. Some Rules for di- 
Hinguiſbing them, 216, 217, 218, 219, 220, 
221, 222, 223, 224, 225. V hy they are 
not ſtill continued. II. 124. Required of 


of Nile, | 
II. 16. But falſly, 15, 17, 18, 19, 20, 


* 


471, 472, 473 


tze Pope and his Followers, IV. 120, 131. 
The greateſt Number of them have been cre- 


dited upon fabulous and uncertain Reports, 
V. p p-.170, 171: Such Autbentick Tefti- 

monies as theſe have been amongſt the greateſt 
Enemies to Chriſtianity, 180. Miracles 
wrought by St. James at Coen, 

181, 182. St. Mary Magdalen's Val, and 
other Reliques, p p. 185, 186. Miracles 
of St. Dominick, pp. 189, 190, 191. Of 
St. Francis, p p. 192, 193, 194. Of the 
Britiſn and Iriſh Saints, pp. 195, 196. 
Thoſe of their Legendary Saints outdid the 
Miracles of our Saviour, p p. 205, 206. 
Of St. Dunſtan, p p. 210. Of St. Patrick, 
ibid. Of St. Fanchea, pp. 211. Of St. 
Keiran, ibid. &c. Te%/imonies of St. Chry- 
ſoſtome, and St. Auguſtine, againſt the con- 
tinuance of the Power of Aliracles, p p. 217, 
218, Melchior Canus's Opinzon of Romith 
Altracles, p p. 224, 225. See alſo to the 
fame purpoſe, Joſephus Acoſta, Ludovi- 
cus Vives, Maldonate, Petrus Damiani, 
Stella, Toſtatus, Xacchius. Miracles 10 
Proof of the true Church, V. p p. 223. 

The Credibility of the Romiſh Miracles de- 
ftroyed by the Teſtimony of their own Writers, 
P p. 224. The Miracles wrought by Chriſt 
and his Apoſtle, did ſufficiently prove that they 
were Teachers ſent from God, p p. 251. 
Miracles wrought by Hereticks and Schiſma- 
ticks, p p. 254. For Romiſh Miracles, 

See SS. Alban, Anthony, Batra, Bartho- 
lomew, Beonanus, Benignus, Bernac, 
Boniface, Brendan, Caradoc, Colman, 
Cuana, Cuthbert, David, Decumanus, 
Deſiderius, Dorothea, Egbert, Equitius, 
Erardus, Fechinus, Fintan, Gerald, Ger- 
ſon, Goodrick, Honoratus, Hya, Ita, 
Kentigern, Libertinus, Loretto, Ludgard, 
Martirius, Mochua, Modwenna, Moedoc, 


Munnu, Neot, Nonnoſus, Vincentius 
Ferrerius, Fr. Xaverius. See likewiſe 
Frauds. 


Miſſa, uſed for the whole Publick Service, III. 
141. Canon of the Maſs, 145, 146. Not 
uſed anciently by foreign Churches, 146. Sa- 
crifice of the Maſs, VI. 177, 178, 179, 
180, 181, 566, 567. Hearing Maſs, 


what, 180. Solitary Maſſes, VI. 713. 
Maſſes for the Dead, | 715 
St. Mochua, and St. Munnu's Miracles, V. 
| p p. 206 
St. Modwenna's Miracles, V. p p. 207 
St. Moedoc's Miracles, V. p p. 212 
Michael de Molinos's Doctrine, VI. 416 


Monarchy the moſt ancient Government, III. 

; 6 
Monaſtick Orders, up what Founded, "I. 
180. Enthuſiaſin the otcaſionof them, ibid. 
Monaſtick State, whence it came, and when, 
and how encouraged, V. p pp. 634. Brought 
into Reputation at Rome, 625. But loft 
| | | much 


of the Principal Matters. 


much of it's Regard in the Eaſt, before it be- 
gan to ſpread in the Weſt, 635, 636. Quar- 
rel amongſt themſelves, 637. Much com- 
plained of by Wiſe-men, 338, 639 
Monaſtry of Glaſſenbury founded by King 
Ina, h III. I 
4 Monaſtrys in Britain no elder than St. Pa- 


tricks time, III. 115. Nor long before at | 


Rome, ibid. Of different Gre 927. The 
firſt occaſion of their Deſtruction, VI. 750. 
The ancient Monaſtrys in the Weſtern Church, 
intended for Nurſeries to the Church, III. 

128 

Monks, but little acquamted with Poverty, V. 


| . pP p. 649, 650, 651 
Montanus, and bis Doctrines, V. p p p. 602, 


| 603 
Months, | | I. 46 
More (Sir Thomas) miſtaken, V. pp p. 729. 

Why condemned, III. 811 
Morley. See Biſhop. | 
var ery + III. 678 

Moſes's Education, I. 74, 75, 80. Had in 


great Veneration amongſt the Egyptians, and 
other Neighhouring Nations, 72. The un- 
doubted Author of the Books that go under 
his Name, 70, 71, 72. His Hiſtory of um- 
doubted Truth and Certainty, 73, 74. Well 
qualified to underſtand what he wrote, 80, 81. 
And bad due Information concerning it, 81, 
82, 83. His Fidelity as an Hiſtorian, 83, 
84, 85. And as a Legiflator, 85, 86. His 
Aliracles of what Authority, 125, 126. Whe- 
ther his Law was ever to be laid aſide, 
127 — 142 

Municipia, III. 915,916 
The Muſeum at Alexandria, III. 131, 132 
Muſick in Divine 4 orſbip, III. 931, 932, 

| | | 933 
Myſterys, what, III. 351, 514. The Belief 
of them juſtly required of Chriſtians, 351, 
252, 353, 354, 335,450. The unreaſona- 
ble Diſputes that have ariſen about them, 
432. Whetherto be rejected by us, becauſe 
above our Comprehenſion, 512, 513, 514, 
15, 518, 517, 518. Owned by M6. 

| 5 a | 530 
Myſticks. Their way of writing uniutelligible, 
V. pp p. 589, 590. It leads Men into 
„range Illuſions of Fancy, 592. Has no 
Foundation in the Chriſtian Doctrine, ibid. 


Pretended nevertheleſs to bs vindicated from 


Scripture, 598, 599. Great Fanaticiſm in 
9 5 Rita lf Dihonour to the Chriſti. 
an Religion, 601. Has been condemned by 
the Church in former Ages, 602. When 
it came in vogue amongſt Chriſtians, 
616 


Mythology of the Heathens, I. 365, 366, | 


367, 368, 369, 370, 371, 372, 373 


N. 
Nader Bowing in the Houſe | of Rim- 
mon, VE. 168, 170, 171 
Nabonaſſar, 1. 28 


7 Names, III. 550. When their Signification 


altered, become a common Cauſe of miſtake, 
II. 303, 304. Of Biſhop and Presbyter e- 
quivalent, 335. And nſed promiſcuouſly fer 
a long time, 347, 248, 349, 350. Nature 
not Names, makes the diſtinction of Things, 
III. 550, 551, 562 

Nantz. The Council there againſt Idolatry. V. 
EP - 55. 415 

Nathanlead (or Nazalead ) one of the greateſt 
Kings of the Britains, III. 207. His great 
Victory over Cerdic, ibid. Was killed in 
the Battle, 207, 208. V. ppp. 415 
Nature. See Laws, Names, Perſon. Is 
Friviledges may be parted with, II. 175. 
Teaches that there ought to be Societies for 
the Publick Worſhip of God, 200, 201, 202, 
203, 204, 205, 206, 207. That theſe So- 
cieties are to be maintained and governed in 
the moſt convenient manner, 208. That 
there muſ# be a Superiority of Power and Or- 
der amongſt them, 208, 209. That ſuch 

' who are employed in the unediate Service of 
God, and entruſted with the Power of Govern- 
ment, in the Society appointed for that end, 
are to have reſpect paid them anſwerable.to 
the Nature of their Employment, 209, 210, 
211, 212. That all things relating to the 
Worſhip of God, or the Government of the 
Society, be performed with the greateſt So- 
lemnity and Decency, 212, 213, 214. That 
Time and Place be duly circumſtantiated 
for this Worſhip, 215, 216, 217. And that 
People ſhonld prepare themſelves beforehand 

» for it, 217, 218, 219. As alſo that there 
ſhould be a way agreed upon, for deciding 
Controverſies which tend to diſturb the peace 
of the Society, 219, 220. To what way for 
doing this the Light of Nature direfs, 
231, 232, 233, 234, 235, 236, 237. It 
dictates, that all who are admitted into this 
Society, muſt conſent to be governed by the 
Laws and Rules of it, 237, 238. And 
again, that every Offender againſt its Rules 
muſt ſubmit to its Cenſures, 243, 244. 
Nature of a Thing, what, III. 509, 586, 587, 
588, 589, 590. Whether it be a Collection 
of ſeveral Ideas, into one complex abſira@t 


Idea, | * | 551, 552 
Nazarens, what their Sect, III. 436, 437, 

438, 439, 440, 559 

St. Neot's Miracles, V. pp. 208 
Nerius (Philip) Founder of the Society of the. 
Oratorians, V. ppp. 668, 669 


Neſtorius, III. 447. His Followers complained of 
being miſrepreſented by the Catholic — 
| & 
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An Alphabetical Table 


Neſtorians (modern Aſiatick) 
Principles, 677, 678 
Neubrigenſis (Gulielmus) bis Story of Wil- 
liam Long-beard, a Reman Cheat, V. pp. 


| 238 
Nice. The Dodrines of its Second Council, V. 


30. Kejected by the Council of Franctort, 
33. Ryeded alſo in England, becauſe of 
its aſſerting the Worſhip of Images, ibid. 4 
farther account of it, p p p. 464. This 
Council ordered all Writings againſt Image- 
worſhip to be ſuppreſſed, 467. Allowed any 
Image of God or the holy Trinity, &c. ibid. 
that worſhip was to be given to Images by 
this Council, 474, 475, 481. Lower than 
Latria, 483. This not a lawful General 
Council, 555, 556. Nor received as ſuch 
by the Church, 556, 557, 558, 559, 560, 
| 561, 562 
Nicene Creed. See Creed. Ne 
Noah, the ſame with Deucalion, I. 265. With 
Ogyges, ibid. Vith Saturn, 366, 369, 
370. With Prometheus. See Prometheus. 
Vith Janus, ibid. And with Bacchus, ibid. 
Nonnoſus's Miracles, V. pp. 226 
Norbertus, Founder of the Order of the Præ- 
monſtratenſes, ſaid to have had a Revelation 


from the Bleſſed Virgin, V. 93 
Normans, their manner of Sealing, III. 13 
Northern Saxon Kingdom, III. 209 


Duke of Northumberland's Caſe, III. 952, 
| 953 
Kingdom of Northumbers originally elective, 
III. 944. And not thought worth accepting, 

| 1bid. 
Nothelmus's Story of St. Gregory 's coming to 
convert England, V. pp p. 674 
Novatianiſin, II. 555 
Numa, the Books found in his Tomb, II. 55. 
hy burnt, 56. The Capitol built by bim, 


V. ppp. 12. And dedicated to the True 
God, ibid. 
Nuns, „ 


Ath of Fealty and Canonical Obedience to 
the Pope, V. ppp. 706, 707, 708. 
Then begun, and by whom, ibid. Oaths no 
juſt Ground for a Separation of Communion, 
III. 937, 928. The Nature and Obligation 
of Political Oaths, 938, 939. The Intent 
of thaſe who require Oaths of Allegiance, 929. 
Oaths not to be taken to the Prejudice of a 
third Perſon, 941, 942, 943. Jet may 
ceaſe to oblige without bis Diſcharge, 243, 
TC. 


Obedience to Princes, IV. 453, 454, 455 
Oblations, III. 676, 677, 678, 679, 680. 
Of Bread and Vine at the Altar, VI. 181. 
Theſe anciently called Sacrifices, 181, 182 
. Obſtinacy, VL 721, 7225 7233 724 


whether of his 


— 


Occaſional Communion, II. 35 — 521. 
Its Unlawfulneſs, 537, c. Bare Occaſional 
Communion does not excuſe ſrom the Guilt. of 
Separation, 537, 538, 539. Where this is 
lawful, conſtant Communion is a Duty, 540. 
This proved, Fnft, From the general Obli- 
gation upon Chriſtians, to uſe all lawful means 
for preſerving the Peace and Unity of the 

Church, 540, 541, 542, 543. And then 
from the particular Force of that Text, Phil. 


3. 16. 543, 544, 545, 546, 547, 548 
Ocellus Lucanus's Opinion of the Origin of 


the Univerſe, I. 272, 273, 274. Il. 58, 
5 
Odomantes, J. 358 


Offices Divine. See Clergy. 
Ogyges, the ſame with Cadmus, I. 13. And 
with Noah. See Noah. V hence ſaid to be 


preſerved in the univerſal Deluge, 365 
Ogygia, 5 ; ' 14 


Owor or, III. 100, 101 

Optatus Milevitanus appealed to for tbe Ca- 

tholiciſm of the Church of Rome, IV. 299, 

301, 302, 303 

Oratorians in the Roman Church, who the 

Founder of this Order, V. p pp. 668. 

When begun, ibid. The Conſtitutions of it, 
66 

Orchomeny, what they worſhipped, V. p p 4 | 
| 10 


Order of the Jeſuits, how it roſe, V. SOS. 
664. Their Privileges, 665. 666, 667. 
Their Arts and Cunning, 667, 668. See 
Jeſuits. - | 

Orders (Religious in the Church of Rome.) See 
Devotion. Founded in Enthuſiaſm, V. 100. 
Some account of the Order of Benedictines, 

p. 673, 674, 675, 676, 6 

Holy 4. : Ser ee 5. , 4 
Conſtantine forbad to enter into them, III. 
111. Whether a true and proper Sacrament, 
as the: Church of Rome teaches, VI. 477, 
478, 479. Five diſferent Opinions concer::- 
ing the Matter of this ſuppoſed Sacrament, 
479. The Difference betaixt the Greek and 
Latin Churches in this reſpe@, 91 

Ordination, ißt among ſt the Jews, II. 308, 
309, 310 And from thence tranſlated in- 
to C briftianity, 310. Of a Biſhop to be at 
leaſt by Three, 333. Tf by One only, wbe- 
ther valid, III, 225. This Office performed 
by meer Presbyters, II. 392, 393, 394, 416. 
Ordination of Biſhops not thought neceſſary, 

401, 402. Of the Browniſts invalid, 491. 

The Engliſh Ordinal confirmed by Adt of Par- 

liament, III. 805, 806. The Orders of the 

Engliſh Clergy vindicated, VI. 40, 41. Or- 

ders imply in them Furiſdiction, 42, 43, 44. 

How truly, 45, 46, 47. Orders given by 

Hereticks valid, 41, 42, 47, 48. Ard by 


Idolaters, 44, 45. Their indelible Chara- 
| ter, 


of the Principal Matters. 


| der, what, 43, 44 
Origen explained, V. p pp. 3. 4Aſſerts a- 
gainſt Celſus, that Divine Worſhip is to be 
given to God only, and to bis Son Jeſus 
Chri | 28, 29 
Orleans. The Impoſture of the Franciſcans 
C V. pp. 242 
Oſiris and Iſis worſhipped by the Egyptians, V. 


| pP p-. 533, 537, 538 
Dr. Owen's manner of anſwering the Guildhall 
Sermon, II. 458 


P. 


PI is ſuid to have received the Mo- 

naſtick Rules in a Table of Braſs from an 
Angel, 

Pædobaptiſin. See Baptiſm 


Pagans, whence ſo called, ” 8. 898 
Paljon's Opinion of Separation, II. 551, 552 
Palztyrus, = 


18 
Hiſtory of the Council of Trent, 
FEET: 3 on 461, 462 
aphians, what they wor/hipped, V.PP P-410 
Paviſts, reſtleſs Enemies ng Church of Eng 
_ II. 440, 442. Ther Contrivances to 
this purpoſe, 443, 444, 445, 446, 449. 
Call Tel 2 Chic by the Naw 77 
the Catholic Church, or at leaſt the Church 
indefnite, IV. 43. Endeavour to ſhrivel 
Chriſtiamty into a Party or Faction, 44, 45. 
And to make Religion ſubſervient to Tempo- 
ral Ends, 45. Their Argument for the U- 
nity of their Church, 98, 99. Whether they 
do not better deſerve the Names of Schiſma- 
ticks and Hereticks, than thoſe who paſs with 
them under theſe Characters, 99. It is 
thought a wonder, that all the wicked ths 
in the Vorld are not Papiſts, V. 70 
Paradice, out of which Man was caſt, I. 322. 
The Iſland of Paradice, V. pp. 216 
Paradoxes, Dr. Stillingtleet charged with them, 
V. PP P- 559, 551, 552 

Pardons. See Indulgences. | 
Pariſhes, as ſettled here, III. 614, 615, 616, 
649, 933, 935. The Reaſonableneſs of ha- 
ding a fixed Parochial Clergy, 652, 653, 


654, 655, 656 


Palavacino's 


Pariſh-Clerks, hom introduced, III. 650 
Pariſienſis (Joannes) VI. 22 


Parliament. See Eſtates. 
Parochial Bounds how ſettled bere, III. 702. 


Their Tythes how ſettled, 894 
Ia gia, II. 392 
Paſcentius raiſes a Rebellion againſ{ Ambroſi- 

us, III. 206 
Paſchaſius Radbertus Iſt. Broacher of Tran- 
ſubſtantiation, VI. 19 


Paſtors, whether to be choſen by the People, II. 
608, 609. The Plea of the People's Ori- 
ginal Right to make ſuch Choice, 609, 610, 
611. The ancient Fractice of it, 611. The 


* Shag 
N * 1 


p Þ Þ+ 631, 632 


main Foundation of the People's Intereſt in 
this reſpect, 611, 612, 613, 614. Theſe 
Elections cauſed great Diſturbances in the 
Church, 614. To prevent which Canons were 
made for regulating Elections, and Biſhops 
were choſen without the People, 615, 616. 
Chriſtian Magiſtrates interpoſed in theſe Ele- 
ions, 616, 617. The Prince's Right of 
Election no where more fully acknowledged 
than in England, 617, 618. Nor is there 
any Groumd for our People to inſiſt upon a Li- 
berty of Election, 618, 619, 620 
Patriarchs, II. 389, 411. Whether all equal, 
IV. 374 3772 378, 379, 380, 301, 382, 
383. Their Furiſdiction, III. 63 — 75. 
Of Conſtantinople, ſet up and depoſed at 
the Pleaſure of the Grand Seigneur, 964 
St, Patrick's Miracles, V. p p. 210, 213. 
One of St. Germanus's Shokers III. 128. 
See Germanus. Set up an Univerſity at 
Dublin, 128, 129. Said to conſecrate 350 
Biſhops with his own band, 216 
Patronage, and the Rights of it, II. 617, 618, 
619, 620. Its firſt Riſe, III. 674, 675, 
976. It is but a Truſt, 738, 739 
St. Paul's Church, whether built in the Place 
of Diana's Temple, III. 921, 922, 923. 
Founded by King Ethelbert, 924, 925, 526. 
By whom endowed, 927. How built, and 
how deſtroyed, _ 934, 935 
St. Paul, whether be firſt planted Chriſtianity 
in Britain, III. 24, 25. His Travels in 
_ the Eaſt, | 26 
Paulus Samoſatenus, III. 441, 442, 443, 444 
Peculiars, III. 732 
Peers, their Houſe a ſupreme Court of Judica- 
ture, III. 804, 805 
Pelagians complained of being miſrepreſented, 
VI. 516. Condemned in the Council of E- 
pheſus, IV. 82, 83. And at Rome, III. 
116. And Imperial Conſtitutions publiſhed 
againſt them, ibid. 
Pelagianiſm, brought into Gaul and Britain, 
III. 116, 117. How ſfopt here, 117, 118. 
Charged on J. Serjeant, VI. 417, 418 
Pelagius, III. 112, 113, 114. Our Alan, 
Hiſtorians make him Abbot of Bangor, 1 14, 
115. The Popes Innocentius, and Xyſtus, 
and Zoſimus too favourable to his Opinion, 


115, 116 
Pelagius, Biſhop of Rome, how ordained, II. 392 
MP. . % Fc: 
Pendragon. See Uther. 


Pennance, called a Sacrament by the Church of 
Rome, V. 69. And made one in the Connal (f 
Trent, VI. 496. No real Sacrament, VI. 
479, 480. Nor is there any univerſal Tra- 
dition for this part of the New Trent-Ar> 
ticle, 480, 481, 482, 482. How efteemed 
in the Greek Church, 491. The ancient and 
modern Pennances very ferent, 501, 502, 


592, 


— 
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Jog, 1504, 505, 506, 50), 508, 509, 
FI 0. The Romiſh Doctrine of Pennance 


Perſecutions of different Sorts, III. 35 
Perſians, Their old Religion, V. ppP- 38 
Perſon, what; VI. 630, 638, 639. Perſon 
bow diſtinguiſhed from Nature, III. 509, 
548, 549, 560, 561, 574, 575, 776, 
577, 604, 605, 606, 607, 608, 609, 
610, 611. The Idea of it, 611. What 
it really is, ibid. 
Perſonality, what it imports, III. 417,511,511 
Perſons, Commutation of them how to be un- 
derſtood, III. 362, 363, 364, 382. Hom 
denied by Mr. Williams, 365. Dr. Criſp's 
Senſe 4 it enquired into, 365, 366, 367, 
368. And Mr. Williams, 409, 410 
Peſel, what, V. 24. Þ P P- 507, 508, 525 
Peſſinuntij, what they worſhipped as their De- 
5 100 * 1 409 
eter-pence PPP. 726, 92 
St. "ay no Monarch of the Church II. 268, 
289, 290, 291. When the Circumciſion 
firſt fell to bis ſhare, 302, 303. In what 
Senſe he received the Keys of the Kingdom of 
HFeaven, | | IV. 519, 520 
St. Peter's Cornhill, III. 935 
St. Peter's Weſtminſter. See Weſtminſter. 


Petrus Damianii againſt lying Mzracles,V.ppp.| 
5 


227 
Petrus Joannes's Doctrines, V. III. Likeour | 


Quakers, ibid. An account of his Brethren, 
IIT, 112. Againſt all Swearing, 112. 
Maintain d the Doctrine of Perfection, 113. 
Committed all kind of Wickednefs, 114 


50, 51, 52. And a Providence, 52, 52. 
54, 55. Thought to have borrowed * 
Moſes, III. 497. His Notion of the Di- 
vine Eſſence enlarging it ſelf to three Hypo- 
{taſes, ; | 498 
Plotinus, V. ppp. 620, 621 
Pluraliſts, how to behave themſelves, III. 657, 
| 213 


| : 58 
Pluralities, Arguments againſt them, III. 671, 

672. Canons concerning them, 672, 673 
Poetry, whence its Original, I. 35, 36, 37, 


| 8 

Polycrates, Biſhop of Epheſus, with a 8 

cil of Biſhops, difowned Victor's Authority 
over them, VI. 668 

Polytheiſm. See Tdolatry. - 

Pope. See Church of Rome and Diſpenſing 
Power. His pretended Authority bas given 
great Diſturbance to the Chriſtian World, V. 
128, 139, 140, 141. His perſonal Infal- 
libility, IV. 323, 324, 431, 528, 529, 530, 
531. VI. 558, 709, 710, 711. Denied, and 
the Belief of it condemned as Archiberetical 
by T. White, one of their onun Communion, 

IV. 61, 348, 349. And by the Author of 
Popery miſrepreſented and repreſented 
VI. 518. Not Head of the Church, IV 
330, 377, 378, 383 — 399, 402, 403, 
404, 405, 431, 481, 482. VI. 667, 
590, 668. Not ſole Fudge of what is to 
be reformed in the Church of Chrift, IV. 
360, 361, 362. His Power limited, 379, 
380, 381, 382, 383. His Supremacy diſ- 
owned by the Eaſtern Patriarchs, VI. 643, 
676, 677, 678. His Confirmation ſaid to 

| be required to all new elected Patriarchs, 


7 
0 


Philoponus, (Joh.) concerning the Doctrine of IV. 383, 384. And that he had a Power 


the Trinity, III. 422, 423, 424 


Philoſophers ſuppoſed two oppoſite Principles of 


Good and Evil, I. 309, 310, 311. But 
nat af of thei, 312, 313, 314, 315. 
Some of them ſided with the Scriptures in 
this matter, 315, 316, 317, 318. Con- 
Feſing the Degeneracy of the Souls of Men, 
318, 319, 320. And that Man's Fall 1s 
the Cauſe of his Apoſtacy, 320, 321. And 
he ought therefore to endeavour a Recovery 
from this Condition, 321. They ſpeak alſo 
of the Devils envying the Happineſs of Men, 
322. Of his appearing in the Form of a 
Serpent, 322, 323, 324. And of Man's 
being caſt out of Poradiſe, 324 
Philoſophy's mam End, II. 87, 88 
Picts, who, III. 149, 150, 153, 154. N Hence 
they came into Ireland, and how, 171, 172. 
The conſtant Succeſion of them, "231 
A great Plague, | III. 187 
Holy Places. What Reverence may be paid to- 
wards them, V. 40. See Holy Ground. 
Plato's Vit and Learning, II. 48. V hat be 


delivers about the Being of God, 49, ces, VI. 519, 560, 561, 562, 563, 45 


of depoſing and reſtoring Patriarchs, 3 84, 
385. He has m Supremacy over Patriarchs, 
250, 391, 395. The Growth of his Great- 
neſs, 400, 401, 402, 405, 419, 420. Of 
his Authority in this Nation. See Appeals 
and Britain. His Exa@ons here, III. 804, 
805. He granted Collations here upon Pro- 
mot ions, 887, 888. And Commendams 
and Diſpenſations, 888, 889. His Title 
of Univerſal Eiſhop, IV. 405, Cc. VI. 
557, 558, 716. His Plea of being St. 
Peter's Succeſſor, IV. 430, 431. His Au- 
thority not proved from Scripture, 433. 
Not from St. Luke 22. 32. 433, 434, 435, 
436, 437. Net from St. John 21. 15,16, 
17. 437, 438. Has no Right to preſide in 
General Councils, 463. Did not preſide in 
that of Nice, 463, 464, 465. Not in 
that of Conſtantinople, 465, 466. Not 
in that of Epheſus, 467, 468, 469. Nr 
zs 7t very clear that he did at Chalcedon, 
469, Or the Second at Conſtantinople, 
ibid. His pretended Power of depoſing Prin- 


is 


4 


3 


of the Princi 


pal Matters. 


His Diſpenſng Power, 613, 614. V. 204. 
See ag 1 into, VI. 558, 559, 
560. His Management in the Caſe of Henry 
VIIIth's Divorce, 748. Hiftory of Popijh 
Uſurpations, V. 137, 138. And encoura- 
ging Rebellions, V. 133, 134. 135, 139, 
140, 141, 142, 143. Popes 7 
the E mperours, and other Chriſtian Princes, 
143, 144, 145, 146. Their Arguments to 
prove Kings onght to be ſubject to Popes, 
p. Jol, 702, 703, Jog, 905. : They 
Tab 3 Prieſts 0 2 . to 
Princes, 706. Tet require an Oath of Fealty 
to themſelves, „ 
Popiſh Biſhops objected againſt being Depoſed by 
our Reformers, 5 III. 964, 965 
Popith Plot, | 449 
Porcheſter, ancient iy called Cair Peris, III. 
- 
; Porphyrius and his Do@rines, V. p pp. 618, 
„„ 
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Portſmouth, whence ſo called, III. 207 
Poſitive Inſtitutions by no means unalterable, 
I. 128, 129, 130. Nor any Mutability in 
God's Repealing them, 137, 138. How it 
is to be known, when paſitive Laws bind im- 
mutably, II. 165, 166, 167, 168 
Poſſeſſion made a Plea for the Romaniſts, IV. 
602, 603 

Poſſeſſion of the Crown a juſt ground for an 
Oath of Fidelity, III. 977, 978 
Poverty little known amongſt the Monks, V. 


5 Pp p.649, 650, 651 
Power of the Keys. See Keys. 
Præadamites, how abſurd a Fancy, I. 335, 
| 336 
Præbenda, III. 928 
Præfecture, III. 915, 916, 918 
Præmonſtratenſes, III. 692 
Præmunire. Some account the Statntes about 


it, V. ppp, 732. Theſe firft made at 
Carliſle, 733, 734, 735, 736 
Prayer, what, V. Þ p Þ. 377. what E- 
ſteem in the Church, II. 363, 364. A pe- 
culiar part of Divine Worſhip, VI. 106. 
How it comes to be ſo, V. pp p. 377, 
378. Secret, III. 139. Bidding, ibid. 
Forms of it not only Lawful, but highly Expe- 
dient, 629, 630. Due Attendance upon it 
required, 667. To Saints, IV. 564 —— 5B1. 
V. 53. VI. loc, 101, 104, 105, 169, 
170, 584, 585. See Invocation, and 
Saints. Made a ſolemn part of Religious 
Worſhip in the Church of Rome, VI. 101, 
102, 103, 104, 526, 527, 528, 529. Pray- 
ers to the Bleſſed Virgin, 530, 531, 532, 
533. The common Evaſions of the Romaniſts 
about it anſwered, V. 61, 62. Frayers to 
the Saints, when firſt begun, VI. 102. Con- 
demned by the Fathers, V. 54, 55, 56. The 
Difference between Praying to Saints in Hea- 


% 
* 


uarrels with] 


ven, and deſiring Men on Earth to pray for 
us, 65. St. Auguſtine no friend to Invo- 
cation of Saints, 58. Prayer for the Dead, 
VI. 661. How allowed of by the Greeks, 
IV. 641. Not mentioned in the Articles of 
the Church of England, VI. 744. Theſe 
do not neceſſarily inferr a Purgatory, IV. 615; 
616. VI. 569., Archbiſhop Uſher's Do- 
arine in this Point vindicated, IV. 616, 
617, 618. Whether Lord's Prayer may be 
uſed to Saints, V. 39. Prayers to Angels, 
59, 60. Condemned by the Council of Lao- 
dicea, VI. 104, 105. Prayers in an Un- - 
known Tongue, V. 72, 72, 74. VI. 513, 
570, 571, 572, 591. The Language of 
Prayer no matter of Diſſpline, V. 75. No 
univerſal Conſent for ſuch Prayers, 76, 77. 
Prayers of the Church, in St. Auguſtin's 
time not begun till the Catechumens were 
diſmiſſed, pp p. 394+ After their Diſ- 
miſſion, performed at the Altar, 395 
Preaching, II. 363, 364. Who allowed to 
undertałe it, III. 624. Extempory-Preach- 
ing cautioned againſt, 627, What ſort of 
Preaching moſt uſeful, 627, 628, 65 2. Di- 
ligence and Care required in it, - 667, 668 
Predictions hom to be tried, I. 110, 111, 
112, 113, 114, 115, 116, ot Concerning 
our Saviour's Incarnation and Paſſion, 119 
Prejudice dangeronſty Powerful, I. 15). II. 281 
Preſence of Chriſt in the Euchariſt. gee Eu- 
chariſt. | 
Presbyters. See Names, and Ordination. 
A Title taken from the Jews, II. 334. The 
Power it imports, 335. Colledges of them 
| ſettled where neceſſary, 363, 364, 365, 366, 
367, 368. What Power allowed them in the 
Church of England, 589, 590, 591 
Presbyters Conductity, what, III. 651 
Preſcription, III. 693, 694, 695, 696, 
„ 697, 698 
Prieſts. See Marriage, Egyptian, I. 62. 
Phoenician, ibid. 
Prieſt- craft, a moſt unreaſonable aud malicious 
Charge, III. 616, 517 
Prince of Wales's Birth ſuſpected, III. 970. 
The Evidence for it excepted againſt, 970, 971 
Private Spirit. See Spirit. 
Proclus, a friend to Myſtick Divinity, though 
a great Enemy to Chriſtianity, V. p p p. 622, 


| 23 
Procurations, whence their firſt Original, III. 
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Procurator Cæſaris, III. ot 7 
Prometheus, ſeems to have been Noah, I. 370 
or perhaps Magog, 371 
Prophecy. See Predictions. Made to Abra- 
ham, Gen. 15. 13, 14, 15, 16. confidered, 
FF 

Prophets, after Moſes, their Fidelity. I. 92. 
Their Schools, 94, 95, 96, 97. How theſe 

| Schools 
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Schools tended to fit Perſons for the Prophe- 
. tical Office, 97, 98, 99, 100, 101. They 
—— jy to confirm their Doctrine or Com- 
miſion by Miracles, 92, 4, 95, 102. 
How their Prediiong Mg underſtood, 
117, 118, 119, 120, 121, 122, 123. Pro- 
phets raiſed up extraordinarily, 124. The 
Puniſhment of Falſe Prophets amongſithe Jews, 
102. Which of them to be puniſbed by God 
only, and which by Men, 103. The Diffe- 
rence betwixt a Falſe Prophet and a Seducer, 
ibid. To whom the Tryal of them belonged, 
104, 105, The Rules of judging them, 


105, &c 
Proſeuche, | 5 
Proſper's 12. Chronicon, III. 120. Several of 

this Name, ibid. 


Proteſtants, why ſo called, IV. 329. Theirs 
the ſafer way to Salvation, 586 597. 
Their Faith enquired into, 597, 604 

Providence, I. 297, 298, 299, 300. II. 
x8, 19; 20, 21. 22, 23.29, 30, 31, 32,3% 
34. Objeded againſt, becauſe f the Inequa- 
lity of its Diſtributions in this Life, I. 324, 
325, 326. But very undeſervedly. 3 2, 327, 
328, 329, 330, 331, 334 Viſible in the 
Frame of the world, II. 89, 90, 91, 92 

Provinces. See Suburbicarian. Not aſigned 
to the Apoſtles at their firſt being ſent to 
Preach, III. 301, 302, 303. Roman 

Frovinces, | III. 916, 917 

Puniſhments. See Debts, and Rewards. The 


Ends of them, III. 243, 244. The Reaſon | 


of Puniſhments in Juſtice and Government, 
247. The Ends of them, 254, 255. The 
Magiſtrate's End in them diſtin from that of 
Private Perſons, 256. God's Ends in Pu- 
niſhments here in this Life, 257, 258, 259. 
Thoſe in the other, 259, 260. The Alea- 
ſure of them to be taken from the Dignity of 
the Sufferer, 275. A Perſon may be puniſhed 
beyond the deſert of his own Actions, 28 5, 286, 
An Ihmocent Perſon may conſent to ſuffer for 
another, 287, 288, 292, 293, 294, 295. 
Inſtances in Scripture, of Children puniſhed 
for their Parents Faults, 288, 289, 290, 291, 


292 
Purgatory. See Tertullian. What, IV. 609, 
610, 61% prone Doctrine, 608, 
609. Made by the Romaniſts a neceſſary 
Article of Faith, 609. let owned by ſeveral 
of them not to have been known in the Fri- 
mitive Church, 611. And by others, that it 
cannot be proved from Scripture, 611, 612. 
Aud flatly denied by others, 628, As alſo 
by the Greeks, 610, 611. St. Auguſtine 
far from making it an Article of Faith, 613, 
614. Whether it can be inferred from the 
Doctrine, or Uſe of Prayers for the Dead, 
615, 616, 617, 618. Unknown to the Fa- 
thers, til Gregory /. 618, 619, 625, 


713. Not taught by Diony ſius Areopagi- 
ta, 620. Nor by Tertullian, 620, 621. 
Nor by St. Cyprian, 621, 622. Nor by 
Origin, or St. Jerome, 622, 623. Nor 
by St. Baſil, 623, 624. Nor by Boethius, 
Theodoret, or Gregory Nyſſen, 624. Nor 
laſtly by St. Auguſtin, St. Cyril, or St. 
Chryſoſtom, 624, 625. A groundleſs Fi- 
don, V. 71. Thattakes away the Care of 
Good Life, ibid. How endeavoured to be 
proved, 96, VI. 567, 568, 569, 570, 
mo 7 

Puritans, who, VI. 32. Wrote againſt thi 
who made a Separation from the Church, 
IT. 483, 484. The State of their Con- 
troverſy with the Separatiſts, 484 —— 492 
Putrefaction, no probable Cauſe of the Genera- 
tion of Animals, A. 20, 21, $2, 23 
Pythagoras, had in great Reputation, II. 
55. His Notion of God, and his Worſhip, 
56, 57. His Death, 57 


Q 
9 | II. 214. VI. 166 
R. 

ft 
Abanus Maurus, concerning the Real 
Preſence inthe Euchariſt, VI. 20 
Rabbins, what ſort of Hiſtorians, I. 32, 33 
Raccovian Catechiſm, by whom firſt framed, III. 
228. Its Doctrine concerning our Saviour's 
* Reſurreion, 228, 229. How altered in 
this Point, 229, 22 

Ratramnus. Sve Bertram. 

Real Preſence of Chriſt's Body in the Euchariſt. 

See Euchariſt. 
Reaſon to be judge concerning Divine Revelati- 
tion, V. p p. 32. How to be underſtood, 
III. 502, 503. Its Light but weak and 
dim, II. 60. And ſo owned by Mr. Lock, 
III. 532, 533. Decreed by the Romaniſts. 
IV. 3. Its Ujefulneſs in Matters of Reli- 
gion, 169, 170, 171, 172, 173, 174. VI. 
593, 594. See ——— of Diſcretion. 
It directs to a firfl and eternal Cauſe of all 
things, II. 60, 61. Of Certainty in it. See 
Certainty, and Ideas. 
Rebaptization, IV. 160, 161, 238, 239 
Rebellion countenanced by the Church of Rome, 


1 V. 223, 134 
Recognitions about Idolatry, by what Aut hori- 
3 V. PPP. 31 


Reconciliation. See Sufferings. | 

Redemption, what, III. 304 

Reformation. See Church. Fuftifed, IV. 
355, 356, 357, 358, 359, 360, 462, 463. 
VI. 659, 660, 707, 708, 709, 710, 717 


717, 718, 719, 720. The firft occaſions of 
it, VI. 38, 39. Oppoſed by the r 


of the Principal Matters. 


IV. 359, 369, 370. How brought about, 
VI. 3 3 NN ned far to bave been deferred 
till a Council ſhould be convened, IV. 361, 

8 362 

Reformation of the Church of England, IV. 
364, 365, 366. VI. 40, 743, 744. See 
Church of England. 55 ed, as to Hen- 
xy VIIIths. Laff. VI. 745, 746, 747, 
748, 749. A. to the Charge of Schiſm, 
* 706, 707, 708, 709, 710, 711. 45 to He- 
reſy, 717, 718, 719, 720, 721, 722, 723, 
724. As to its own Authority, 724, 725, 


726, 727, 728, 930. 4s to the Validity 8 


of its Arguments for Reforming, 736, 737. 
As to its 8 on the | That of £ 
Civil Magiſtrate; for its Divine Right, 737. 
The Charge of Sacriledge, and the Reſult of 
it conſidered, | 750 

Regale, | III. 784, 786 

Relicks of Saints, whether to be worſhipped, 

| VI. 533, 534, 535 

Religion impreſſed upoꝝ the Minds of Men of 
af hes II. 1, 2, 60, 61, 68 — 79. How 
different from Superſtition, 63. An Inſtance 
of great Reaſon and Wiſdom, 64. Its gene- 
ral Foundations, I. 227, 228, 229. No In- 
vention of Polititians and Prieſts, 2, &c. 
Plato's Opinion of it, 49. How far Ariſtotle 
agreed with him berein, 49, 50. Aſſerted by 
Perſons of the greateſt Reputation for Wiſ- 

dom and Knonledge, 59, 60. The Romiſh 

Religion, why not to he tolerated, V. ppp. 

| 753, 754, 755» 756 
Remiſſion. See Sufferings. 

Reordination by Pope Lucius, IIId. VI. 45. 

And by others, 3 46 

Repentance, what, V. 69. No Man can be 
Faved without it, ibid. How God ſaid to 


 Repent, I. 121, 122. Some bindrances of 


a timely Repentajice in the Church of Rome, 
| VI. 574 
Reproof, too commonly ill taken, III. 621 


Reſidence, required of the Clergy, III. 625, 


626, 670, 671, 672, 673 


Reſignation of a Benefice, to whom to be made, 
731, Corrupt Reſgnations not allowable, 
718. Bonds of Reſignation deſerve our ſe- 
rious Conſideration, 713, 714, 716, 717. 
The Intereſt of our Religion, as well as of the 
Parochial Clergy, endangered by them, 715. 
Whether they be againſi Law, 717, 718. 
Whether Simoniacal, 719, 720, 721. They 
deprive Men without a Hearing, 728. And 
againſt all Law and Reaſon, 729. Precedents 
in favour of them enquired 110, 734, 735. 
Some Queries in relation to them anſwered, 


| . | 735,736, 737, 738 
Reſurrection of the ſame Body, III. 571, 572, 


$73, 574 
Revelation, made by God is always certain, I. 


Te Abſurdities of the contrary Doctrine, 
, | 147, 148, 149, 150 
Revelations: . See.St. Brake, n . Catherine, 
& c. Private Revelations pleaded in tbe 
Church of Rome for Matters of Doctrine, 
V. 92. Revelations te Norbertus, St. Ger- 
trude, and others, 93, 94. pp. 612, 613, 
614, 615. Revelations contrary to each o- 
tber, 95. The Abſurdity. and Folly of ſuch 
Revelations, 96. Revelations. fill owns by 
them, 98. And made the Ground of 
Faith, p p. 125, 126. Of immediate Aſent 
to the Divine Revelation, 228, 129 
Revenge, aſſerted by Crellius, not to he ſinful 
in its own Nature, but only as forbidden to 
Chriſtians, III. 252. This Aſertion diſ- 
proved, | 2 21 
Revolter, worſe than a Papiſt by Education, 
| 209, 210 
Rewards and Puniſhments the great Sinews of 
Religion, I. 297 
Richard Duke of York ſwears Allegiante to 
Henry VIth. III. 949, 950. Tet bis Right, 
as is declared, could not be defeated. ibid. 
Right, what, II. 157, 158, 160, 4 Poſi- 
tive Inſlitution neceſſary to create a Divine 
Right, 162. And to make it unalterable, 
it muſt be known to come from God, with an 
Intention to oblige all Beleivers to the World's 
end, 163, 164, 165. Howit is to be known, 
when poſitrve Laws bind immutably, I65, 
| 166, 167, 168 


Right of Conqueſt, III. 6 
Rights of Nations, 2 55 15 = 
Riolanus's pretended Miracle, V. pp. 261 


Roman Empire looked on as Univerſal, IV. 
CO Wn 408, 409 

Roman Province in Britain, how bounded, III. 
151. Their Progreſs bere, I52 
Roman Ways here in Britain, III. 905 
Old Romans, what they Worſhipped for Deities, 


V. 40 
Romaniſts chief Artifice to 9 9 — 
. World, that Proteſtants have nrertain ground 
of Faith, VI. 195. Aﬀed more by Fancy 
than Proteſtants, 653, 696, 704. Their's 4 
leſs ſafe way to Salvation, IV. 586— 597 
Rome, Heathen, worſhipped their Gods with- 


out Images for 170 Tears, till their new Ca- 
pitol was erected, V. ppp. 12 
Rome not the Catbolick Jeruſalem, IV. 353. 
Students there, bow regulated, III. 130, 
| | 131 
Church of Rome. See Church. ; 
Romoaldus's Ignorance, Ridiculouſneſs, Viſions, 
&c. V. 102, 103. Ill treated by the Monks, 
and ß ppp. 651 
Romulus's Prayer, and Vow to Jove, V. pp p. 


145. And accordingly to be believed, 146, 14). 


1 
St. Roſa, VI. 327 
Ru- 
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Kubrick at the end of the Communion Service Sacrifice ſometimes uſed for the Common Ser- 


upported, VI. 15, 16, 17, 19— 25 
Kühle; Vindication of the 6th Canon of the 
- Commcil of Nice, IV. 426, 427, 428, 429, 


Rule of Faith, VI. 439. See Scriptures. 4 
. © Rational, not a Mechanical Rule, 379, 380. 
| Though certain in it ſelf, yet liable to be miſe 
applied, 380, 381, 386, 387. And that 


whereby we are bound to believe, as to Divine | 


| Revelations, 401. Whether compleat from 
” the Beginning, and whilſt the Canon of Scri- 


pture was not yet perfected, 4.08, 409. Whe- 

"hs that can be E peat ule, which 

Men may deviate from, 400, 401 

Rupertus Tuitienſis, 1 

Rutupia, i. e. Sandwich, III. 904 
8. 


\Acrament, what uſed to ſignifie in the an- 
cient Church, VI. 424, 425 
Sacraments. See Baptiſm, Euchariſt, Knee- 
ling. The End and Uſe of them, II. 257. 
The Efficacy of them, V. 77,78, 79. How 

"- they-confer Grace, II, 631,632. Comalof 
Trent defines them to be Seven, VI, 474. 
But has no Univerſal Tradition for it, 474, 


455, 476. The Senſe of the Greek Church | 


in this Point, 488, 489, 490, 491 
492. And of the Eaſtern Churches, 492, 
493. How the Number of the Seven Sa- 
eraments came into the Church, 493, 494, 


| 1 495,496 
Sacrifices. See Maſs. Whether by the Light 
of Nature, or an Expreſs Command of God, 
. i, Abel's Sacrifice, whence 

more acceptable than Cain's, 178. Sacrifi- 


ces offered by the Jews, by way of Atonemeut | 
to God's Fuſtice, III. 232, 233. The true 
Nature of an Expiatory Sacrifice, 233. This 


exactly agrees to our Bleſſed Saviour s Oblati- 
on of himſelf in our flead, 233, 224. Nor 
7s our 
ny Breach in the Meaſures of God's Punitive 
Juſlice, 236, 237, 238, 239, 240. Expa- 
tory Sacrifices had three things eſpecially con- 
ſiderable in them, III. 296. And all theſe 


were fulfilled in our Bleſſed Saviour, For 


He was ſubſtituted in our ſtead, 298, 299, 
300, 301, 302, 303, 304, 305. | 
an Oblation of himſelf to God, 306 — 3 24. 
And he made Expiation for our Sins, 325, 
&c. Expratory Sacrifices before the Law 
were all Burnt-Offerings, 313. Divers ſorts 
of Sacrifices amongſt the Jews, 313, 314. 
Thoſe on the Great Day of Atonement, 
| 14 218 
Sacrifice to be offered only to God, VI. 160, 
173, 174. Aud for his own Honour, 175, 

| | 176 


430 


| 
Saviou's Oblation of himſelf for us a- 


He made | 


315, 


vice of the Church, III. rar. Sometimes 
for the Hoh Euchariſt, VI. 176, 179, 182. 
Sometimes for ſolemn Commemorations, IV. 
574,5 755 76,5 775578, 579. See Oblations. 
Sacrifice of Chriſt upon the Croſs. Ses Satis- 
faction and Sufferings. IT 
Safe-Conducts granted by the Romaniſts, IV. 
333, 334, 335, 330, 337, 338, 339, 34% 
: * Si 341, 342 
Saints. See Prayer. Not to be worſhipped, 
VI. 143, 144, 145, 146, 147, 148, 150, 
151, 156, 157, 158, 161, 162. They 
ought to be honoured, and why, V. ppp. 


F 


376. How this Honour may be called Reli- 
gious, ibid. 
Salick Laws, III. 192 


Salvation. What things neceſſary to be belie. 
ved in order to it, IV. 48, 49, 50, 51. 
Whether any thing which was not from the 

Beginning neceſſary to Salvation, can be. made 

| fo afterwards, 58,59, 60, 62. Of the 
Satvability of Papiſts. See Sanderſon. 

Samy, what they worſhipped for a Deity, V. 


. 40 
Samoſatenus. See Paulus. * FP OM 
—_— Archbiſhop of Caerleon, III. 205 
Sampſon, Archbiſhop of York, III. 205. Went 
over to Dole in Bretagne, (as the other 
alſo i ſaid to have done) ibid. The long 
Suit that followed berenpon in the Court at 
Rome, | 220 
Sanchoniathon, LE 17. 48, 18 


4 


Biſhop Sanderſon's Judgment concerning the 

Salvation of Papiſts, VI. St, 52 
Sanhedrin, II. 308, 309 
Sardica. See Councils. EI 


Satisfaction of Cbriſt, II. 168. See Suffer- 
ings. The Deſign and Manner of Proceed- 
ing in the Diſcourſe concerning Chriſt's Sa- 
ti faction, III. 227. The firſt Riſe and ſub- 

\ ſequent Progreſs of this Controverſy, 230, 
231, 232, 233, 234, .235, 236, 237, 
238, 239, 240. Chrift's Satisfaction not 
ſuch as to exclude the Neceſſity of Faith and 
Repentance in order to Salvation, 245. Nor 
his Puniſhment the very ſame which the Law 
required, 245, 245. To clear this, the 
Dference between Debts and Puniſhments to 
be confidered, 246, 247. The Deſgu of this 
Hatisfaction, 257, 258. The Freeneſs of 
Grace aſſerted in Scripture deſtroys not the 
Doctrine of Satisfaction, 345, 346 
Satisfactions, as taught in the Church of Rome, 
| „VI. 543, 587 


| 


Saturn, the ſume with Noah, I. 365, 369, 
370. Or with Adam, — 2369 
Saxons. See Eaſt, Northern, and Weſt. ' 
Derive themſelves from Alexander's Mace- 
donian Army, III. 173, 174. Sent for 
hither by the Britains, 189, 198, 199. 
ow 


of the Principal Matters. 


How they behaved themſelves not long before, 
189, 190. Mbo they were, 190. ce 
ſo called, 190, 191. What Places they poſ- 
 feſſed, 191, 192. Ubbo Emmius's Account 
of them, 192, 193. What others ſay of 
them, 194. What Olaus Rudbeck, 195. 
What Bede, ibid. What ſeems moſt proba- 
ble concerning them, 196. What Neiſne- 
ras Reneccius writes of them, ibid. The 
time of their coming into Britain, 196, 197. 
V. pp p. 670. 4 Speech made to them at 
their coming bither, III. 199. They came 
as mercenary Soldiers _= Promiſe of Pay, 
ibid. Aud did ſome Service at the firſt, 
199, 200. The beginning of the war be- 
tween them and the Britains, 200, 201. 
How the Saxons bebaved themſelves in it, 
202, 203. Their Succeſs, 203. Their 
Landing with new Forces under Cerdic, and 
beating the Britains, 207. Their Idolatries, 
V. ppp. 333. When the Engliſh Saxons 
became Chriffrans, 6571 
The Scape-goat believed to have been ſlain, III. 
264, 265, 266, Denoted rather the Effact 
of the Expiation, than the manner of obtain- 
ng it, 266 
Scepticifm, VI. 37s 
Schiſm. See Separation. Vbat it is, II. 
220, 225, 227, 454, 501, 502, 550. 
IV. 281. Two- fold; Factious, VI. 679. 
Sacrilegious, 680. The Nature of it, II. 
222. The Miſchief of it, 221. Ihe Guilt 
of it, 453, 563, 564. Condemned by Di-. 
onyſius of Alexandria, 556. And by St. 
Cyprian, ibid. On which fide the Schiſm 
betwixt us and the Church of Rome lies, IV. 
98x; Oc. 314; Ce. 326, 325, 236 227, 
328, 329, 345, 346. What Schiſins in the 
Roman Church, V. 149, 150, 151, 152, 

| 153, 154 

Schools of the Prophets, See Prophets. Of 
Learning, I. 29, 30. III. 126, 128, 129 
Schotinus's Miracles, V. p p. 212 
Scotland, in what Senſe called by Bede a tranſ- 
marine Nation, III. 177 
Scottiſh Antiquaries, III. 155. Fordon's 
Account of Scotland, 155, 156, 157. Jo. 
Major confeſſes the Scots were derived from 


the Iriſh, on 8 theſe came firſt from 
157. 


—————_——_—_—_CW_W_— en 


Spain , Hector Boethius's| 
Relation of them, 157, 158, 159, 160, 
161, 162. Hedctor's Authority enquired 
into, 162, 163, 164, 165. The Scottiſh 
Antiquities very uncertain, 165- The true 
Original of theſe fabulous Relations, 172, 
173. How the Scottiſh Antiquities and 
the Iriſh agree, 194, 175. #hat their 
Antiquaries plead from the length of the time 
' they bave inhabited Scotland, 175, 176, 
177, 178. Gildas takes notice of no other 
- Scots, who came out of Ireland, but what 
returned back, 187, 188 


Scotus Eri 


D. Scotus's Opinion of the Neceſſity of be lievi | 
all the Church's Dohren, . 51, Ne, 


25 0 155 gh | 3 | 
ena's Opinion concerning th Ho 
 Enchariſt, ig | 


Scriptures not falfified, I. 216, 217, 218. 


| No certain Credibility in thoſe Hiſtories that 
ſeem to contradi@ them, 10. Verſion of the 
 EXXII. 30, 31. Scripture-Hiffory cre- 
dible and certain, 66, Oc. The Uſefulneſs 
of it, 66, 67, 68. The Excellency of the 
Scriptures, 374, Oc. Scriptures the only 
certain Guide to Salvation, 375, 376. Con- 
taming in them matters of the greateſt In- 
portance, 377, 378, 379, 380. Givin 
the true NN oft State of Manes | 
Soul, 380. Diſcovering the only' way of 
pleaſing God, and enjoying bis. Favour, 381. 
And things of the greateſt Depth and My- 
fteriouſneſs, ibid. And of the moſt miver- 
ſal Satisfaction to the Minds of Men, 381, 
382. Aud this in a clear and perſpicuous 
manner, 382. With Power and Authority, 
382, 383. Purely and fincerely, 383. U- 
nformly and agreeably, 383, 384. Perſua- 
froely and convincingly, 384. Enjoining 
ſuch Duties as are moſt becoming. God to re- 
qurre, 385. Ant] moſt reaſonable for us to 
perform, ibid. Aud offering abundant En- 
couragement to the Obſervance of them, 385, 
386. They contain in them the Covenant of 
Grace, 386. Tet decried by the Romaniſts, 
in order to the Belief of their Church's In- 
fallibility, IV. 3. Who diſconrage the read- 
ing them, V. 82, 83. Nevertheleſs they de- 
clare to us the unqueſtionable Will of God, 
ibid. The Practice of the Romaniſts herein 
directly contrary to that of the Primitibe 
Chliſtians, 87, 88, 89. The miſmterpreting 
of Scripture does not hinder its being the 
the Rule 7 Faith, 183, 184, 185. Of 
the Senſe of the Scripture, p p. 70, 71. The 
way uſed in the Primitive Church, for fud- 
ing out the true Senſe of Scripture, 74, 75, 
755 77, 78. Difficulties in Chronology, L- 
ages, Praſeology, &c. no Arguments againſt 
the Truth of Scripture, II. 120. The Ti- 
mony of matters of Fat in behalf of the 
Scriptures, 122, 123, 124, 125. And 
theſe related by fich as were no way qualifi- 
ed to 757 upon the World, 125, 126 
127. And whoſe Doctrine was no way fuited 
to the corrupt Inclinations of Mankind, 127, 
128. Who appealed to our Saviour s Reſur- 
rection from the Dead, and to Witneſſes of 
it then living, for the Proof of their Doctrine, 
128, 129. And no manner of Inconſiftency 
with themſelves, or the Hiſfory of their 
Times, could ever be proved upon them, 1 29, 
130. But they have the conciyrent Teſti- 
mony of Jews and Heathens, for good por 
| 0 
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F what they taught, 130, 131. Theytaught | 


nothing unbecoming a Divine Revelation, 
I31. Nor did they = to conceal their own 
Infirmities, ibid. They gave greater Evi- 
dence of their Sincerity, than ever was given 
to any other Matter of Fact in the World,132, 


| They teſtified nothing but what themſelves had | 


ſeen, 132, 133. And preſently after it was 
done, 133. Hundreds concurring in the ſame 
Teſtimony, ibid They expoſed themſelves to 
the utmoſt Hazards, rat her than retra# what 
they bad teſtified, 133, 134. And bad like- 
wiſe the Aſſiſtance of a Divine Ieſtimony, in 
the miraculous Gifts and Operations of the 
Holy-Ghoſt, 134, 135. Obhjections againſt 
the Old Teſtament anſwered, 135 — 145. 
And others. againſt the New, 145, 146. 
The right method of Interpreting the New 


Teſtament III. 659, 660 
Scriptures. See Judge of Controverſies. | 


Shamefully blaſphemed by T. C. IV. 215, 
221, 223. How known to be the Mord of 
God, 107, 157, 158, 165 — 174, 201, 
202, 215, 216, 273, 274, 276. The 
pretended infallible Authority of the Church 


of Rome, not ſufficient Evidence in the Caſe, | 


1 191, 202, 203, 204, 205, 
206, 207, 208, 209. As appears upon 3 
Accounts, 107, 108. Becauſe an Aſſent is 
here required, beyond all Proportion, or De- 
gree of Evidence, 109. Becauſe this is to 
run into the ſame Abſurdities, that ſhould be 
avoided by it, 110, 111. And becauſe this, 
Inſtead f Reſolving Faith, Undermanes it, 
III, 112. As it doth by making that ne- 
ceſſary to Faith, which was not looked on as 
ſuch, when the Doctrine of the Goſpel was 
revealed, 112, 113. - By deſtroying all the 


114, 115, 116. By giving no ſatisfado 

account of this pretended Infallibility, 11 6. 
Either as to the Church ſuppoſed Infallible, 
116, 117. Or the proper Subject of this 
Infallibility in the Church, 117, 118. Or 
the kind of Infallibility pleaded for, 118, 
119. Or how we may know when the Chur ch 
decides Infallibh, and when not, 119, 120, 
121, 122. Difficulties about Scripture, leſs 
_ than about an Infallible Church, VI. 734, 
735, 736. Scripture, how valued by the 
Romaniſts, 144, 145. How by the Anci- 
ent Chriſtians, 204, 205. Canon of it, how 
ſettled, 166, .167, 168, 182. VI. 192, 
194, 409, 712. Knowledge of it poſſible to 
be learnt by the Ear only, 180, 181, 185 
186. The true grounds of Scripture belief, 
185, 186, 187, 188, 191, 192, 193. Seri- 
pture the only Foundation of our Faith, 188, 
189. VI. 439 — 450, 691. Not neceſ- 
ſary, in order to the belief of Scripture, to en- 
quire which is the Church, IV. 214. What 


Rational Evidence of Chriſtian Religion, 1 7 


that Church is, upon whoſe Teſtimony we re- 
ceive, and believe the Scripture to contain all 
things neceſſary to Salvation, VI. 196, 197 
198, 199. And what its Teflimony, 732. 
Scriptures come down to us by the Teftimony of 
all Chriſtian Churches, 404. Of pretended 
Corruptions in them, 404, 405. The vanity 
of ſuch Pretences, | 405, 406 
Scripture's Divine Light, IV. 218, 224. This 
will not prove the Scriptures to he from God 
218,219. But the Book being once owned, it 
proves the Divinity of their Doctrine, 218, 
219, 220, 221, 222, 223. dcriptures. far 
exceed all other Writings, 221, 222. Con- 
tain all the Articles of our Faith, VT. 194, 
195, 196, 712. As is owned by the Ro- 
maniſts themſelves, 401, 402. Every one 
muſt look upon Scripture as the Rule of Faith, 
199, 200, 373, 374, 388, 390, 397, 398, 
399, 400, 401, 439, 449, Kc. 552, 588, 
589. What Judgment of the meaning of Scri- 
pture is left to private Perſons, 200, 201, 
390, 391, 392, 393, 394, 395, 552, 645, 
646, 650, 651, 743. See Spirit. The right 
method of Interpreting Scripture, 388, 389, 
390, 696, 697. Scriptures teach all things 
neceſſary to Salvation aa and intelligibly, 
402. The Senſe of them may certainly be un- 
dierſtood, though ſome have iniſinterpreted them, 
738, 739. And they are far leſs liable to 
Corruptions, than unwritten Traditions, IV. 
241, 242. VI. 712. What Evidence the 
Church of England has, that He follows the 
Senſe of it, EY VI. 739 
| Scriptures, whether to be bad in the Vulgar 
i Language, VI. 458, 459, 460, 461, 462, 
463, 464, 465, 466. Or to be with-held 
e generality of Chriſtians, 548, 549, 
587, 588. arinedf the Romaniſts 
in this reſpect, 511, 512, 513. The Senſe 
of the Gallican Churches to this matter, 5 13. 
The Romaniſts have gone off from the Ca- 
tholick Tradition, 513, 514. Whether the 
preſent Roman Church be the only ſure Inter- 


preter of Scripture, 553,554, 589. Scripture 
to berelied upon inrelationto things above our 


Capacity, 592, 593, 594. Aay be under- 
ftood Literally where there is reaſon, and yet 
Figuratively at other times, where there i 
reaſon for juch an Interpretation, 617. The 
proper means of ending Controverſies, 690, 
691, 692, 693, 695. Ohjections againſt 
this anſwered, 694, 695, 696, 697, 702, 
703, 704, 705. Scripture preſerved entire, 
407, 408, 409. Till corrupted by the Com- 
cil of Trent, 452, 453, 454, 455, 456. 
By what fleps the , got into it, 
Scythians, their Deity, V. _ 5 _ 
Seals pendent, when firſt uſed, III. 13 


Seculum 


rere 


of the Principal Matters. 


Seculum Spiritus Sancti, frſt broached by the 
Mendicant Fyyars, II. 255. Their vain Boaſts 


of it, 256. Its Unreaſonableneſs, 256, 257 | 


A Seduxer, how diſtinguiſhed by the Jews from 


a falſe Prophet, I. 103. 

ir Segent, | III. 909 
Cair Sejont, „ III. 913 
Semi- pelagianiſin got into Gaul, III. 119 


Throngb miſtake of St. Auguſtin's Doctrine, 
W 
Senſe. See Teſtimony, The Teſtimony of 
Senſe diſallowed of in the Church of Rome 
in Matters of Faith, 5 V6. 263 
Separation. See Schiſm. Of Proteflants, not 
from the Catholick Church, IV. 346, 347, 


348, 440. When it may bewithout Sin, II. 


225, 226, 227, 228, 229, 232. V. ppp. 
409, 564, 565. 


land, II. 548, 549. The great Miſchief of | 
it, 549, &c. It brings a great Prejudice| 


upon the Cauſe of the Reformation, 549, 
550, 551, 552. It is condemned by Cal- 
vin, 550. By Daille, 551. By Amyral- 
dus, 551, 554. By Claude, Paijon and 
Turretine, 551, 552. By Le Blanc, 552. 
By Zanchy, 553, 554. By Crocius 553. 
Zy the Helvetian Churches, ibid. By Be- 
Za, 480. And others, 481. I a great 
Obſtru#ion to Unity among Proteſtant Church. 
es, 552, 353, 554, 555- Pl jolie ſoc 
Schiſins, as the Chriſtian Church has always 
condemned, 555, 556, $557- Vill make Se- 


parat ion endleſs, 557, 558, 559, 560, 561, 
5 ; it nſuficient for its| 


562. The Principles of it in 
Vindication, 559, 560, 635, 636, 637, 
646, 647. Argued againſt from Ar. Bax- 
ter's Principle, 560, 561. And from the 
Obligation that lies upon all Chriſtians, to 

preſerve the Peace and Unity of the Church, 
562, 553, 564, 565, 556. Diſollowed of 
in New-England, 602, 603. No Parity of 


l 
Reaſon for the Diſſenters ſeparating from us, 


our ſeparating from the Church of Rome, | 


647, 648, 649. Of our Separation from 
the Church of Rome, II. 225, 226, 227, 
229, 462. Of the Diſſenters from the Church 
of England, 462, 463. The Unlawfulneſs 
of it, 463. What it is, 471. Its Progreſs 
481, 482. And bow begun, 479. The 
Grounds of Separation now the ſame as at the 


time of the Reformation, 471, 513. Jet 


then not thought ſufficient to make a Breach, 


471, 472, 473. No Reaſon for it on ac-| 


count of our Churches Doctrine, 512 
Serapis thought to be Joſeph, I. 372. © The 
ſame with Jupiter Ammon, Jupiter Phari- 
us, ard Jupiter rerum omnium potens, V. 
8 Pp p. 539 

Ar. Ser jeant's manner of writing Controverſies, 
IV. 626, 627, 644, 645, 646, 647, 648 


From the Church of Eng-|S 


for him, VI. 361, 362. His Unfitneſs-fe 
fuch an Undertaking, 362, 383, N 
366, 367, 368, 369, 370. His heavy 
Cbarge upon bis Anſwerer, _ 395, 396 
Sermon of the Miſchief of Separation, why 
Preached, II. 451. How blamed as unſeaſon- 
able, 452, 453: And as too ſharp and ſevera, 
453, 454. Sermon at St, Lawrence Jewry, 
On 1 Tim. i. 17. IH. 346, Ke. 
Sermons. See Preachinng. 
Serpent, that ſeduced our firſt Parents, I. 322, 
Sigebert, King of the Weſt Saxons ; 954 
our Sabi- 
I. 162 
W f 155 
imony, what at Common- Lam, III. 719. 
The Nature of it, bow to be determined, 714, 
How to Judge what is Simonaical, 719, 720. 
+ The Oath againſt it, 721, 722, 723 
Sinecures, 8 III. 732 
Sinners, in what Senſe ſaid to be fan by 
"Chriſt, II. 346, 34. How to judge of 
| this Senſe, 348, 349, 358, 359, 360 
Sins confidered as Debts, III. 246, 247, 248, 
Es, | 390, 391. 392 
Sixtus I. See Decretal Epiſtles. : IP St 
Sixtus V. Simonaically choſen Pope, IV. 121 
Slavery. A flate of it, III. 940 
Society. Man a Sociable Creature, II. 205 
206. Duties owing upon this account, 98, 
175. All Civil * to be founded 
upon Conſent and Compact, 237, 238 
Socinianiſim utterly diſowned by Grotius, III. 


Sign. what the Jews required of 


* 4 
p y | 
* y * 


„our, . 
Silures, from Spain, 


| Folks | | 271 
Socinians. See Unitarians. State of the 8083. 
nian Controverſie explained, III. 400. Theſe 
Mens manner of Writing, III. 557, 558, 
| yo . | 559, 550, 562 
Socinus ui / putes for the Impoſſibility of Chriſt's 
Paying the very ſame that we were to have 
paid, 5 55 III. 245 
Socrates's manner of Converſation, II. 44. 
Mhence be was ſo ſeverely * at A- 
thens, 44, 45, 46. And hom, 48 
SouPs ſuppoſed Fre- exiſtence, I. 319. Its In- 
materiality proved, 260, 261, 262, 263, 264. 
Owned by Cicero, III. 536, 537. And 
Virgil, 537, 538. Not neceſſary to be belie- 
ved according to Mr. Lock, 535. Its De- 
generacy ſince its Creation, I. 318, 319, 320. 
Its Immortality, II. 10,60. III. 533,537,558 
Species, how underſtood in the Church of Rome, 
f „ I. 436, 43 
Sphinx, an Idol forbidden in the 2d Comman 
ee OR V. p p p. 511 
Spinoza confuted, II. 93, 94, 95, 96, 97, 98 
Spirits. 
Contradiction, II. 64, 65 


e Notion of them does not imply a 
Of reſolving 
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of what they taught, 130, 131. Theytaught 
nothing unbecoming a Divine Revelation, 
131. Nor did they ſeek to conceal their own 
Infirmities, ibid. They gave greater Evi- 
dence of their Sincerity, than ever was given 
to any other Matter of Fact in the World,132, 
They teſtified nothing but what themſelves had 
ſeen, 132, 133. And preſently after it was 
done, 133. Hundreds concurring in the ſame 
\ Teſtimony, ibid They expoſed themſelves to 
the utmoſt Hazards, rather than retract what 
they had teſtified, 133, 134. And had like- 
wiſe the Aſſiſtance of a Divine Teflumony, in 
the miraculous Gifts and Operations of the 
Holy-Ghoſt, 134, 135. Ohjections againſt 
the Old Teſtament anſwered, 135 — 145. 
And others againſt the New, 145, 146. 
The right method of Interpreting the New 


Teſtament III. 659, 660 
Scriptures. Fee Judge of Controverſies. 


Shamefully b go dy 2. © iy. 2x55 
221, 223. How known to be the Word of 
God, 107, 157, 158, 165—— 174, 201, 
202, 215, 216, 273, 274, 276. The 
_ pretended infallible Authority of the Church 
of Rome, not ſufficient Evidence in the Caſe, 
406; 177 191, 202, 203, 204, 205, 
206, 207, 208, 209. As appears upon 3 
Accounts, 107, 108. Becauſe an Aſſent is 
here required, beyond all Proportion, or De- 
gree of Evidence, 109. Becauſe this is to 
run into the ſame Abſurdities, that ſhould be 
_ avoided by it, 110, 111. And becauſe this, 
Inſtead f Reſolving Faith, Undermines it, 
III, 112. As it doth by making that ne- 
ceſſary to Faith, which was not looked on as 
ſuch, when the Doctrine of the Goſpel was 
revealed, 112, 113. By deſtroying all the 
Rational Evidence of Chriſtian Religion, 113, 
114, 115, 116. By giving no ſatisfadory 
account of this pretended Infallibility, 115. 
Either as to the Church ſuppoſed Infallible, 
116, 117. Or the proper Subject of this 
Infallibility in the Church, 117, 118. Or 
the kind of Infallibility pleaded for, 118, 
119. Or how we may know when the Church 
decides Infallibh, and when not, 119, 120, 
121, 122. Difficulties about Scripture, leſs 
than about an Infallible Church, VI. 734, 
733, 736. Scripture, bow valued by the 
Romaniſts, 144, 145- How by the Anci- 
ent Chriſtians, 204, 205. Canon of it, how 
ſettled, 166, .167, 168, 182. VI. 192, 


194, 409, 712. Knowledge of it poſſible to | 


be learnt by the Ear only, 180, 181, 185 

186. The true grounds of Scripture belief, 
185, 186, 187, 188, 191, 192, 193. Seri- 
pture the only Foundation of our Faith, 188, 
189. VI. 439 — 450, 691. Not neceſ- 
ſary, in order to the belief of Scripture, to en- 
quire which i the Church, IV. 214. What 


that Church is, upon whoſe Teſtimony we re- 
ceive, and believe the Scripture to contain all 
things neceſſary to Salvation, VI. 196, 197 
198, 199. And what its Teflimony, 732. 
Scriptures come down to us by the Teſtimony of 
all Chriſtian Churches, 404. Of pretended 
Corruptions in them, 404, 405. The vanity 
of ſuch Pretences, 405, 406 
Scripture's Divine Light, IV. 218, 224. This 
will not prove the Scriptures to be from God 
218,219. But the Book being once owned, it 
proves the Divinity of their Doctrine, 218, 
219, 220, 221, 222, 223. Scriptures far 
exceed all other Writings, 221, 222. Con- 
tain all the Articles of our Faith, VT. 194, 
195, 196, 712. As is owned by the Ro- 
maniſts themſelves, 401, 402. Every one 
muſt look upon Scripture as the Rule of Faith, 
199, 200, 373, 374, 388, 390, 397, 398, 
399, 400, 401, 439, 449, &c. 552, 588, 
589. What Judgment of the meaning of Scri- 
pture is left to private Perſons, 200, 201, 
390, 391, 392, 393, 394, 395, 552, 645, 
64.6, 650, 651, 743. See Spirit. The right 
method of Interpreting Scripture, 388, 389, 
390, 696, 697, Scriptures teach all things 
neceſſary to Salvation plainly and intelligibhy, 
402. The Senſe of them may certainly be un- 
derſtood, though ſome have miſinterpreted them, 
738, 739. And they are far leſs liable to 
Corruptions, than unwritten Traditions, IV. 
241, 242, VI. 712. What Evidence the 
Church of England bas, that fhe follows the 
Senſe of it, 99 
| Scriptures, whether to be had in the Vulgar 
Language, VI. 458, 459, 460, 461, 462, 
463, 464, 465, 466. Or to be with-held 
from the generality of Chriſtians, 54g, 549, 
587, 588. The Doctrine of the Romaniſts 
in this reſpe&, 511, 512, 513. The Senſe 
of the Gallican Churches to this matter, 5 13. 
The Romaniſts have gone off from the Ca- 
tholick Tradition, 512, 514. Whether the 
preſent Roman Church be the only ſure Inter- 
preter of Scripture, 553,554, 589. Scripturs 
to be relied upon in relationto things above our 
Capacity, 592, 593, 594. Aay be under- 
ſtood Literally where there is reaſon, uud yet 
Figuratively at other times, where there is 
reaſon for juch an Interpretation, 617. The 
proper means of ending Controverſies, 690, 
691, 692, 693, 695. Ohjections againſt 
this anſwered, 694, 695, 696, 697, 702, 
703, 704, 705. Scripture preſerved entire, 
407, 408, 409. Till corrupted by the Coun- 
cil of Trent, 452, 453, 454, 455, 456. 
By what ſteps the Apocrypha got into it, 
450, 457, 458 


Scythians, their Deity, V. ppp. 409 


Seals pendent, when firſt uſed, III. 13 
Seculum 


N 
\ 
% 


. 


\ Senſe. See Teſtimony, 


z WOE "1 Po n 3 


of the Principal Matters. 


Seculum Spiritus Sancti, frft broached by the 
Mendicant Fyyars, II. 255. Their vain Boaſts 
of it, 256. Its Unreaſonableneſs, 256, 257 

A Seducer, how diſtinguiſhed by the Jews from 


a falſe Prophet, 103. 
Cair Segent, | Ill. 909 
Cair Sejont, _ ET OT 9” 
Semi-pelagianiſm got into Gaul, III. 119 


Throngh miſtake of St. Auguſtin's Doctrine, 
124, 125 
The Teſtimony of 
Senſe diſallowed of in the Church of Rome 
in Matters of Faith, I: 25% 
Separation. See Schiſm. Of Proteflants, not 
from the Catholick Church, IV. 346, 347, 
348, 440. When it may he without Sin, II. 
225, 226, 227, 228, 229, 232. V. p pp. 
409, 564, 565. 
land, II. 548, 549. The great Miſchief of 
it, 549, &c. It brings a great Prejudice 
upon the Cauſe of the Reformation, 549, 
550, 551, 552. It is condemned by Cal- 
vin, 550. By Daille, 551. By Amyral- 
dus, 551, 554. By Claude, Paijon and 
Turretine, 551, 552. By Le Blanc, 552. 
By Zanchy, 553, 554. By Crocius, 553. 
By the Helvetian Churches , 1bid. By Be- 
za, 480. And others, 481. Is a great 
Obſtru#:on to Unity among Proteſtant Church- 
es, 552, 553, 554, 555- 1 
Schiſms, as the Chriſtian Church has always 
condemned, 555, 556, 557. Vill make Se- 


paration endleſs, 5575 58, 5595 560, 561, 


562. The Principles of it inſufficient for its 


Vindication, 559, 560, 635, 636, 637, 
646, 647. Argued againſt from Mr. Bax- 
ter's Principle, 560, 561. And from the 
Obligation that lies upon all Chriſtians, to 
preſerve the Peace and Unity of the Church, 
562, 553, 564, 565, 566. Diſallowed of 
in New-England, 602, 603. No Parity of 
Reaſon for the Diſſenters ſeparating from us, 
and our ſeparating from the Church of Rome, 
647, 648, 649. Of our Separation from 
the Church of Rome, II. 225, 226, 227, 
229, 462. Of the Diſſenters from the Church 
of England, 462, 463. The Unlawfulneſs 
of it, 463. What it is, 471, Its Progreſs 
481, 482. And bow begun, 479. The 
Grounds of Separation now the ſame as at the 


time of the Reformation, 471, 513. Jet| 


then not thought ſufficient to make a Breach, 


471, 472, 473. No Reaſon for it on ac-| 


count of our Churches Doctrine, 512 
Serapis thought to be Joſeph, I. 372. The 
ſame with Jupiter Ammon, Jupiter Phari- 
us, and Jupiter rerum omnium potens, V. 
| | P Þ P- 539 

Ar. Serjeant's manner of writing Controverſies, 
IV. 626, 627, 644, 645, 646, 647, 648 


From the Church of Eng-| S 


He undertakes to hold Alr. Godden's Cards 


Sermons. See Preaching. _ 
Serpent, that ſeduced our firſt Parents, 


Sinecures, 


for bim, VI. 361, 362. His Unfitneſs-for 
ſuch an Undertaking, 362, 383, 364, 365, 
366, 367, 368, 369, 370. His beavy 
Charge upon bis Anſwerer, 393, 396 


Sermon of the Miſchief of Separation, why 


able, 452, 453: And as too ſharp and ſevere, 
453, 454+ Sermon at St, Lawrence Jewry, 


Preached, II. 4.51. How blamed as dn 
on 1 Tim. 1. 15. 


III. 346, Ke. 


I. 322, 


3 323, 324 
Sigebert, King of the Welt _ depoſed, 
Sign, what the Jews required of our | 
dur, e | I 162 
Silures, from Spain, III. 153 
imony, what at Common-Law, III. 719. 


The Nature of it, how to be determined, 714. 
How to judge what is Simonaical, 719, 720. 
+ The Oath againft it, 221, 722, 723 
£ . III. 732 
Senſe ſaid to be fad by 
Chriſt 2 III. 346, 347. How to Judge of 
this Senſe, 348, 349,. 358, 359, 360 
Sins confidered as Debts, III. 246, 247, 248, 
| , 392 
Sixtus I. See Decretal Epiſtles. ; 22 LIP 
Sixtus V. Simonaically choſen Pope, IV. 121 
Slavery. A fate of it, III. 940 
Society. Man a. Soctable Creature, II. 205, 
206. Duties owing upon this account, 98, 
175. All Civil 8 to be founded 
upon Conſent and Compatt, 237, 238 
Socinianiſin utterly diſowned by Grotius, III. 


Sinners, in what 


| 271 

Socinians. See Unitarians. State of the S083. 
nian Controverſie explained, III. 400. Theſe 
Mens manner of Writing, III. 557, 558, 

18 | 559, 590, 562 
Socinus diſputes for the Impoſſibility of Chriſ?s 
Paying the very ſame that we were to have 
paid, N | III. 245 
Socrates's manner of Converſation, II. 44. 
Mhence he was ſo ſeverely JO at A- 
thens, 44, 45, 46. Aud how, 48 
Soul's ſuppoſed Pre-exiftence, I. 319. Its In- 
materiality proved, 260, 261, 262, 263, 264. 
Owned by Cicero, III. 536, 537. 4nd 
Virgil, 537, 538. Not neceſſary to be belie- 
ved according to Mr. Lock, 535. Its De- 
generacy ſince its Creation, I. 318, 319, 320. 
Its Immortality, II. 10,60. III. 533,537,538 
Species, how underſtood in the Church of Rome, 


1% I. 436, 43 
Sphinx, an Idol forbidden in the 2d Comman 
ment, V. pp p. 511 


Spinoza confuted, II. 93, 94, 95, 96, 97, 98 
Spirits. The Notion of them does not imply a 
Contradiction, II. 64, 65. Of reſolving 
Faith by a Private Spirit, IV. 213, 214, 
K VI. 694 


An Alphabetical Table 


; VI. 694, 695, 696, 697, 102, 7 es 
7135, 724, 725 
Spiritual Courts. See Courts. ; 
Sponſors in Baptiſm, II. 642, 643, 644; 645 
Starchamber- Court taten away, III. 766, 
| | 7⁰ 
Statute, De Hæretico comburendo, III. 782. 
Aud Stat. 11. Henry VIIth. III. 951 
Stella no friend to Popiſh Miracles, V. p p. 


3 1 
King Stephen's Intruſion into the Throne, III. 


947. V. ppp: 709 
vi. 215 22 


depoſed, 


Stercoraniſm, what, 
Stigand, Archbiſhop of aca - 
| > 


Stilicho, when killed, III. 184. He took care 
of the Supplies of the Britains, againſt the 
Scots and Pitts, + 184 
Dr. Stillingfleet, how treated by bis 
' ments, VI. 5. Does not make charging the 
Papiſts with Idolatry, a diſtin@ive Mark of 
Puritaniſm, 33. Diſtinguiſbes between 
Parts of Vorl hip, and the meer Circumſtances of 
them, 34. Charged with a Defign of ſubver- 
ting the Authority of the Church of England, : 
48, 49. Vindicated as to his Irenicum, 
4.9, 50. Shews in what Senſe the Gates of 
Hell ſhall not prevail againſt the Church of 
God, 52,53. NoPatron of the _ of the 
Separated Congregations, 56, 57. His Me- 
thod of proving the Idolatry of the Church of 
Rome, 77, 78, 79, $0, 81, 82, 83, 84, 
. Diſtinguiſbes between the Regard due to 
Holy Places and Utenfils, and the Worſhip of 
Tmages, 94. 95. Does not miſrepreſent Tri- 
gautius's Meaning, 149, 150, 151. Com- 
plains of T. G's unfair Boaflings after the 
Conference at the Deanry, 183,' 203, 205. 
Gives an account of the occaſion of bis 2d 
Letter to him, 186. Vindicates himſelf a- 
gainſt My. M. 187, 188, 203, 204, 205, 
206, 207. And thence argues againſt the 
Certainty of Oral Tradition, 187. How 
charged by Mr. Serjeant, 395, 396. Mliſ- 
repreſented by Mr. Creſſy, as of different 
Principles from thoſe of the Church of En- 
gland, V. pp p- 585. Aud wherm, 586 
Stonehenge, III. 205 
Strangled, whether lawful to be eaten, II. 
| 167 
Students at Rome. See Rome. 
Suarez 's bis Judgment about a Diſpenfng Power, 
III. 788, 789 


Subjection to Authority, II. 175, 176 


Subſtance, III. 504, 505, 506, 507, 508. 


The ſame with Body according to Hobbes, 
535, 536. Ridiculed, and the Notion of it 
expoſed by Lock, 523, 524. Tet the Being 
of it as certain, as that any thing is in the 
World, 524. Though not from any Simple 
Ideas of it, 525, 526, 527, 528. Ihe Idea 


roots, and Deat 


75, 776] 


Oppo- 


of Snbſtance endeavoured to be juſtified from 
the Etymology of the Word, 528, 529, 530. 
Spiritual Subſtances, 533. Hard to be 
proved upon Mr. Lock's Principles, 534, 


| 335 
67 |Suburbicary Provinces, II. 391. Suburbica- 


IV. 426, 427, 
428, 429, 430 
| III. 154 
of Chriſt, whether to 
be confidered as a Puniſhment for Sin, or a 
meer Ad of Dominion, III. 261, 262, 263, 
400. Mr. Baxter's Notion of them, 400, 
401, 402, 403, 404, 405, 406, 407. Pro- 
ved to be a Pumſhment, from Scripture. 263, 
&c. Where he is ſaid to bear our Sins, 
263——276, And to be made Sin aud a 
Curſe for us, 276, 277, 278, 279, 280. 
And that he Die „ Suffered, gave Himſelf, 
and offered a Sacrifice for our Sins, 280, 
281. This Doctrine lays no Charge of Inju- 
tice upon God, 282, 283, 284. Crellius's 
Arguments to prove it does, 3 284, 
&c. The Death of Chrift an Expiatory Sa- 
crifice for the Sins of Mankind, 295, 296, 
&c. As appears from his being ſaid to die 
for us, 301, 302, 303. And to be a Kan- 
ſom for us, 303, 304, 305. From the Ob- 
lation of it to God for that end, 306, 307, 
308, 309, 310, 311. From the Scripture 
declaring it to be an Offering and Sacrifice to 
God, 311, 312. From the nature of an ex- 
Piatory Sacrifice, 313, 314, 315,316, From 
thoſe places in Scripture, where Cbriſt is ſaid 
to offer up himſelf once to God, 316, 317, 
318, 319, 320, 321. Chriſt's Entrance in- 
to Heaven could not be the Oblation of hin- 
ſelf offered, 321, 322. His Exerciſe of 

wer in Heaven in no ſence an Oblation to 
God, 322. Crellius's Senſe repugnant to 
the Circumſtances of the Places, 322, 323. 
Other Objections anſwered, 323, 324. The 
Effects of a proper Sacrifice for Sin attribu- 
ted to our Savour's Sufferings, 225. Name- 
ly Remiſion of Sins, 3 25, &c. And Atone- 
ment made by his Death, 239, 340, 341, 
342. And Reconciliation, 342, 243, 344, 
345, 346. In what Senſe Remiſhon of Sins 
is attributed in Scripture to the Sacrifice 


, of Chrift, 332, 333, 334, 335, 336, 337, 
338, 239 


ry Churc es, III. 71, 72. 


Sueonis, who, |, 


Sulpicius Severus charged with Pelagianiſm, 


| III. 116, 117 
Sun, worſhipped. as Chriſt, V. 52 

Superſtition, II. 63. Superſtitious Obſerva- 
tions in the Church of Rome, V. 185 
Supremacy of the Pope. See Pope not Head 

of the Church. | h 

Supremacy Ecclefiaſtical, Reſtored by the Re- 
formation, III. 964. The occafion of the 

Diſcourſe concerning it, 762, 763. State 
| the 
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of the Principal Matters. 


Supremacy by Common Law enquired into, 768 

<> Edward the Confeſſor's Claim 4 

re ſpect, 372, 774. V bat the ancient Law 
was in this Point, 769, 770, 771, 806. The 
Notion of the Supremacy, as received in the 
Church of England, cleared, 572,773, 774+ 


Precedents in relation to it confidered, 775, 


775, 777, 778, 779, 780, 781, 782. 41. 


. terations made about it in the time of Henry 
VIIIch. $04, 807, 808. An Objedion an- 
ſwered, . OO, $09! 
Supremacy of the Civil Power, IV. 453, 454, 
455. How ſettled here upon the Reforma- 
5 tion, V. 749, 750 
Symmachus | III. 441 
Synagogues, II. 305. The Number of them, 
306, 307. How their Government was mo- 
dielled, 308. The manner of reading the Law 
in them, 306. The Publick Service of God 
performed in them, 310. The manner of jit- 
ting in them, 1 311, 312 
Synods. Of the Magiſtrates Power as to their 
Decrees and Canons, II. 237. Of whomthey 


conſſted, 376, 377, 378, 387, 388, 394 
Synodical Epiſtles. See Epiſtles © Fg 
Zuslusacſos, „„ III. 58, 59 

- . T. 5 : 


FT Aautus. See Thoyth. "= 

- Talmudiſts equalled their Traditions to 

. the Law of God, and ſometimes preferred them 
to it, 5 1 625 
Tartars, what ſort of Idolaters, V. p 


p p- 48 
Tatianus. See Antiquity. Converted to 6555 ö 


fſſtianity, IV. 29 


Temples. The EreSing theſe, and Altars, an| 
appropriate Sign of Divine Worſhip, V. pp p. 
358, 359, 360 


Temporalities of the Biſhops and Clergy ſecu- 
red by ſeveral Ads of Parliament, III. 809, 
Tas | 4 


St. Tereſa, V. « 594, 595, 596, 597- 
St. Paul's „ by ber, ibid. 
Tertullian againſt the Heathen Idolaters, V. 
pp p. 32. His Refrigerium had no rela- 
tion to Purgatory, IV. 620. Nor bis Car- 
cer Infernus, 5 620, 621 
Teſtimonials for the Clergy, III. 637 
Teſtimony of Senſe. See Tranſubſtantiation. 
Argued againſt becauſe Faith is of things 
not ſeen, VI. 665. Tet our Bleſſed Saviour 
appealed tu it for the Truth of bis Reſurre- 
dion, e 6 66 
Teſtimony infallible, is the fulleſt Demonſtrati- 
on of thoſe Truths, which depend on the E- 
vidence of the things themſelves, 1. 151. No 


greater Evidence of the Infallibility of a Te-| 


flimony, than that it comes from God him- 
ſelf, 151, 152. How a Teſtimony may be 


| 690, 
&c. | Titulus, what, and when rſt ſettled, II. 378, 


the Queſtion concerning it,763,764-TheKing's known to come from God, 152, 153, 154, 


F 5 155, 156 
Thadiocus and Theonus, two Metropolitans 


of London and York, with many of their | 


Clergy, withdrew mto Wales, when their 
' Churches were deſtroyed by the Saxons, III. 


Thales“: Opinion concerning God and the Ge 


ation, II. 35, 36 
Theft in Henry IId's time, III. 755 
rn, 1 III. 423 
Theodotion, II. 440, 441 
o III. 441 
Theology (natural) what, _ VI. 85 


Theſpianus 's Deity, V. pp. 409 

Thomas. See Beckett. > 4 4 

Ar. Thorndike's Judgment of the Church of 
Rome, VI. 28, 29, 30, 31, 61. His 
Opinion concerning the Sacrifice of the Maſs, 


| 3 179 
Thoyth, 8 . l . 3 
Threatnings of Fudgments to come, do not 
ſpeak the abſolute Futurity 'of the Event, 1. 

A | 120, 121, 122 
Thule, what Place, III. 153 
Tiberius, what fort of Emperor, III. 954, 


| | 955 
Timothy and Titus ſaid to be Evangelifts ra- 
ther than ſettled Biſhops, II. 368 
Tithes, II. 369. How firſt ſettled in Britain, 
III. 615. And 1 894. No Argu- 
ment againſt the Tr 
hgion, 617, 618. The Tenth of all the 
Lands granted ts the Church by Xthelwol- 
tus, 771. Iiferred to be due from the much 
greater Proviſion made for the Tribe of Levi 
under the Law, 645. How they fland in 
point of Law, 680, 681, 682, 683, 684, 
685, 686. Legal Diſcharges for Payment 
of them, 685, 690, 691, 692, 693, 694, 
695, 696. Difference betwixt great and ſmall 
Titbes, | 691 


. 379. III. 672, 673 
Titus. See Timothy. Seas 

Toland's ſmall Regard for the Scriptures, III. 
531, 532 

Toledo. The Teftimony of the 12th Council 
there againſt 1dolatry; V. pp p. 415 
Toleration, II. 179, 180. Endeauoured by 


both Papiſts and Diſſenters, VI. Fa 


Does not excuſe from the Guilt of Schiſm, 
III. 631. Who may claim the Benefit of it, 
63 5 So Religion why not to be tols- 
rated, V. PPP. 753, 75 55, 756. 
Propomided Ma, * ** by Cole. 
man, as uſeful for promoting the Popiſh In- 
tereſt, II. 446, 44). The Danger of it, 
456, 466, 467. Particularly as to the pro- 
moting the Deſigns of Popery, 464, 466. 
Great Complaints made of it heretofore by 
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the Presbyterians, 


te 4597, 498, 499 
Torrid Zone. See Zone. 


 Toftatus againſt the Miracles in the Roman | 


Church, V. pp 
Tours. The Second Council there againſt 
latry, h | V. PPP; 415 
Traditions (Oral) very uncertain, I. 12, 67, 
68. Whether Divine or not, IV. 201, 202, 
203. Equalled to the Law of God, II. 625. 
Apoſtolical, what, 323, 332. , Tradition 
ſupplies the want of our Senſes as to what 


P P- 233 


Chriſt did and ſpake, IV. 198, 1 99. And | 


is the beſt Preparative to Faith, 214, 215, 
216. What Evidence the Church of Rome 
produces for ber unwritten Traditions, 157, 
158, 159, 160, 161, 162, 163, 164, 
165, 411. Whether they be of equal Aut ho- 
rity with the holy Scriptures, VI. 437, 454, 
489, 490. That they are not, ſhewn from the 
Proceedings of the Council of Trent itſelf,4.38, 
439. From the Divines of the Roman 
Church before that Council, 439, 440, 441, 


442, 443, 444, 445. 


Offices in the Roman Church, 447. Aud 
from the Teſtimony of the Fathers, 4.47, 
448, 449, 450. Whether of greater Au- 


thority than the Scriptures, IV. 236, 237, | 


238. 2239, 240, 241; 242; 5. 2594-51 
252. a Infallibility, 600, 601. 
No Security of it, 601, 602. VI. 413, 
414, 415, 416, 417. Whether Tradition 
has preſerved the Greek Church from Error, 
184, 411, 412, 413. Taken by ſome for 
the Senſe of the preſent Church, 594. 4s 


liable to be miſmterpreted as Scripture, 3 82, 


283, 484, 385. And far more likely to 
fail upon divers Accounts, 413, 414, 415, 
416, 417. Reſolves all into humane Faith, 
418. How this new Rule of Faith came 
into the Church, 450, 451, 452. Not 


commonly reckoned the only Foundation of 


th: Roman Ivfallilibity. See Infallibility 
Nor owned as ſuch by the Council of Trent, 
IV. 644. Nor can Mr. S. prove that the 


Church of Rome looks 2 this as the ſu⸗- 
a 


reſt means of their Infallibility, IV. 630, 
637. Neither is it by any means an Infalli- 


ble Guide, 630, | 631, 632, 633, 634, | 
638, 639, 640. No certain Conveyer of 


the Doctrine of Chriſt, 634, 635. Becauſe 
Errors may come into the Church under the 
Notion of Specu lations, 635. Becauſe ſome 
may miſinterpret Scripture, 635, 636. And 
becauſe others may depend upon the Definiti- 
ons of their Eccleſiaſtical Governours, 636, 
637. All are pretended to own the In- 
fallibility of Tradition, 644. Ar. Ser- 
jeant's Demonſtration, 648, 650, 651, 
654. Anſwered, 648, 649, 650, 651, 
652, 653, 654, 655, 656, 657. Mam- 


Ido- 


From the Canon- | 
Law, 445, 446, 447. From the ancient | 


1 


feſt Experience an undemable Argument a- 
gainſt it, 657, 658. Argued againſt from 
Ar. Godden's falſe Account of the Conference 
at the Deanry of St. Paul's, VI. 187. As 
alſo in the Conference, 188, 189 — 196, 
; 2201, 202. Ses alſo 372 
Tranſlation of Gnilt. See Guilt, + 
Tranſlation of Biſhopricks, III. 641 
Tranſubſtantiation, IV. 542— 553. VI. 
20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 76, 426 435, 
586, 608, 654, 655. Proved by the Ap- 
pearance of a Child in the Hoft, V. 95. HA 
of equal Authority with the Doctrines of the 
Trinity and Incarnation, Cc. I. 150. 
V. 42. Not well conſiſtent with the ancient 
Canon of the Maſs, III. 146, 147. De- 
 ſtroys Senſe, Reaſon, Revelation, VI. 17. 
Paſchaſius Radbertus the firſt Broacher of 
it, 19, Scotus Erigena of a contrary O- 
pinion, ibid. Ratramnus or Bertram for 
a Real Preſence, but no Tranſubſtantiatisn, 
20. How defined by the Council of Trent, 
427, 428. How by Gregory the Great, 
713. Berengarius forced to recant what he 
had argued againſt it, 429. No Proof of 
it in Scripture, 537, 618, 619, 629, 660, 
661. Aud is againſt Teſtimony of Senſe, 538, 
539. And againſt Reaſon, 539, 540, 541, 
634, 635, 636. Utterly unknown in the 
firſt Ages of the Church, 595, 608 — 616. 
The Arguments then brought for the Proof 
of our Saviour's Incarnation effectually over- 
throw Tranſubſtantiation, 595, 596, 597, 
598, 599. As alſo doth what the Fathers 
diſcour ſed concerning the natural and inſepa- 
ble Properties of Chriſt's Body, 599, 600, 
601, 602. And the Difference they put be- 
tween a Body and a Spirit, 602, 603. And 
their denying the Subſiſtence of Accidents with- 
out their Subſtance, 603, 604. Together 
with their Opinion of the Evidence of Senſe, 
| 604, 605, 606, 607 
the Church of Rome, VI. 674 
Trent. See Councils. Council of Trent de- 
clares, that Chriſtians ought to give the ſame 
Worſhip to the Holy Sacrament, which they 
give to God himſelf, V. 45. ppp. 486, 
487. How to reconcile this with the Defi- 
tion of the Council of Nice, 488, 489 
Trials, by Furies of what ſtanding, III. 750. 
The true Original of them, 859, 860. With- 
out Furies in ſome Caſes, allowed by the Com- 
mon Law, * -— *J41" 149. 
Trials, by Peers, not neceſſary in all & es, III. 
746, 747, 748, 749, 759, 751, 752, 15 | 
VETS | 154 
Trinity. See Curcellzus, Valentinus Genti- 
lis and Unitarians. This Doctrine plainly 
taught in Scripture, VI. 618. New Expli- 


Treaſon, 
Treaſures of 


cations of this Doctrine to be avoided, III. 
| 413 


* 


ot the Principal Matters. | 


13, 414. Ill uſe made of them, 414, 415. | 
ur Doctrines concerning it taught from the 
Beginning, 4.32, 433. And not introduced 
Force or Intereſt, 4.35. No Contradiction 

2 three Perſons to be in one common Na- 
ture, 452, 453, 454, 455, 456. VI. 629, 
630, 631, 632, 633, 634, 635, 637. 
Nor is this any way unreaſonable, 593, 
594. Athanaſius s Doctrine concer ning this 
great Article of our Religion, III. 456, 457. 
St. Baſil's, 457, 458, 459. Gregory 
. Nyſlen's, 459, 460. St. Jerome's, 461. 
St. Hilary's, ibid. St. Ambroſe's, 462. 
St. Auguſtine's, ibid. Juſtin Martyr's, 
496. Athenagoras's, 496, 497. Theo- 
philus's of Antioch, 497. Clement's of 
Alexandria, ibid. The Jews had a Notion 
of Three Subſiſtences in the Deity, 494, 
495. Papiſts make abſurd and horrible Re- 
preſentations of this Holy Myſtery, V. pp 7 
406, 407. Four ſorts of Images of the 
Trinity, 471, 472. Such Images condemned 


by Pope John 22d, | tbid. 
Trinitarians Nominal, ſo called, III. 415, 


416, 417, 418. And Real, 418, 419, 
420. A Method of compoſing the Difference 
between them, 420, 421, 422, 426 
Trumpet. T. G's Speaking Trumpet, VI. _ 

I 


Truth, the moſt natural Peyfe&ion of our Souls, 
I. 1, 3, 4. To be diligently ſought after, 


5. Oftentimes nearly reſembled by E 


rror, 

ibid. Its Ground and Pillar, VI. 683 
Tunbert, a Biſhop, depoſed, III. 770 
Turretine's Judgment concerning Separat ion, 


1 W 
Types, how diſtinguiſbed from Symbols, II. 


| 7 
Tyrrel (a Prięſt) bis Confeſſion of a Cheat, V. 

PP. 247 
Tyrus, I. 18 
V. 


Alentinian's Conflitution for the Regula- 

tion of Students at Rome, III. 130, 
131 
Valentinus Gentilis's Doctrine concerning the 
Trinity, III. 424, 425 
Valeſij, whence this Sect derived, III. 58 
Vandals, conveyed by Bonifacius into Spain, 
III. 185 

Vaſquez's Opinion concerning a Diſpenſmg 
Power, III. 789. Some Ohjections of his 
in relation to the Second Council of Nice re- 


_ moved by Sirmondus, V. 33. His Opinion 


of Images, 


6 


4 P- 47 
Verulam ſadly uſed by the Britains, III. 896, 
897. Called ancient) Cair Mancip, or 


Municip, 904. Thought to be Caſlive- 
laun's 


Vicars, 


own, 


| 903 
III. 626, 650, 651 


Vigorius's Acknowledgment of the Senſe in 
which the Pope was called Univerſal Biſhop 
in any of the ancient Writers of the Church, 

: IV. 410, 411 

Worker of Miracles, 

; : : V. pp. 219, 220 

Vincentius ö Doctrine vindicated, 

88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93 

AVindication of the Gal daft. Mee anita | 
an Exception of Mr. Alſop, II. 454, 455, 

459, New, 461. TT from the great Out- 
cry tbat was againſt it, 455, 456, . 
And from the Author of the C 65 ien 95 
461, 462. And again, as to the Seaſona- 
bleneſs of it, | 451, 463, 4.64. 
Virgil's Prayers to Jove, V. ppp. 17, 18 
Bleſſed Virgin's perpetual Virginity, IV. 159, 
160. The Worſhip of her in'the Church of 
Rome, VI. 530, 531, 532, 533. Her 
immaculate Conception, V. 92, 93. Pray- 
ers to her, p p p. 379, 380. The Worſhip 
of her unlawful and idolatrous, 381, 382. 
VI. 585. The People not well inſtructed in 
this Point, V. pp p. 383 
Viſcounts not till Henry VIth's time, III. 
840 

Viſitation of Colleges not illegal, though it 

vit hout Appeal to Common-Law, III. 


Vincentius Ferrerius, a 


4 
be 
ee 
. An — 885 
Viſitations Epiſcopal, what their proper Buſt- 
. neſs, III. 620, 637, 638. Articles of En- 
quiry at them, _ | | 654. 
Viſitatorial Pon er of the King conſidered, III. 
804. 813 
Viliting the Sick, III. 632, 633 
Unction (Extreme) declared by the Council o 
Trent to be a true and proper Sacrament, VI. 
483, 495. And by Innocent Iſt. 495. But 
Gregory the Great gives a different Account 
of it, 715, 716. St. James's anointing in 
order to bodily Cures in the firſt place, 484, 
485, 486. Adminiſtred by the Greeks to 
the Healthy as well as the Sick, 492. And 
to' the Sick in order to the Recovery of their 
Health, ibid. And their Oil is commonly 
conſecrated by the Presbyters, ibid. 
Union of Pariſhes, III. 673 
Unitarians. See Trinity. Their Doctrine 
concerning our Saviour s Satisfaction, III. 
227, 228, 229, 230. The Riſe of this 
Controverſy, 230, 231, 232, 233, 234. 
The Progreſs of it, 235, 235, 237, 228, 
239, 240. Scripture, if underſtood in its 
Plain literal Senſe, againſt them, 242, 281. 
Hence they are forced to conſtrue it metapho- 
rically, 242. Thus they pervert the Scripture 
to a very wrong Senſe, 243. Nor is there 
any thing, how clearly foever revealed in it, 
but may after this manner be wreſted to a very 


different Senſe from what was intended by the 
„ Au xri- 


An Alphabetical Tabſe 


Writer, ibid. And the whole Goſpel may be 
made an Allegory, 244. Sometimes they 
pretend not to deny our Lord's Satisfaction, 
260, 261. But really mean nothing of what 
the Words ſeem to import, 261, 406, 407, 
408. More inſuperable Difficulties in their 
way than in ours, 355, 355, 357. Why 


they profeſs themſelves to deny the Docti ine of 


the Trinity, 413. The ſeveral Steps taken 
by their Writers in order to the Advancement 
of Deiſm, 427, 428, 429. Ther Treat- 
ment of the Deiſts, 429, 430. They ſpeak 
favourably of Mahometans, Jews, and 
Tartars, 430, 431. Their way of anſwer- 


ing what is brought againſt them, 433, 434, 
F Weak Arguments are a Prejudice to the Cauſe 


557 558, 5597 560, 562. : They boaſt 0 
their Deſcent from the Ebionites and Naza- 


rens, 436, Cc. They deny not that God may 
oblige them to believe things above our Compre- 
benſion, 448. Their Charge of Contradiction 
conſidered, 448, 149, 450, 451,452. The 
Senſe of Scripture examined, 469 — 486. 
The Form of Baptiſm a ſtanding Argument a- 


 gainſt them, 486, 487, 488, 489, 490, 


885 
Vortigern, à Britiſh King, Depoſed, III. 94.3 


Cair Urnach, I. 913 
Urſula, and her Companions, III. 180 
Uſages, different in the ancient Church, II. 


LE | 195, 196 
Uſurpations of the Court of Rome, V. ppp. 
e e 

III. 207 


Uther Pendragon, 


1 
Witneſſes, 


W. 


W Afers, when firſt brought into uſ* in the 
Church of Rome, VI. 181 
Wales. See Prince. | 
Wall, Hadrian's, where, III. 185, Bri- 
tains, where, ibid. The laſt, where, ibid. 
Severus's, where, and how built, 186 
St. Waltan's Herſe, V. pp. 213 
Warwick. See Cair Guaricon. | 
Waſhing of Hands amongſt the Phariſees, II. 
624, 625. Why condemned by our Saviour, 
| 626 
Water Holy, IT. 218. VI. 579, 580 
they are brought to ſupport, IV. 106. As 
may be ſeen in the Romaniſts way of Argu- 


ing, | | 10 
The Weald of Kent and Suſſex, III. 206. A 
Monuments of Antiquity to be found there, 
| | ibid. 
Cair Went, | III. 913 
Weſtminſter-Abby, by whom built, TIT.-925, 
926. Rebuilt by Henry 111d. 926 
Weſt-Saxons, beginning of their Kingdom. III. 
207. That it did not extend ſo far as Corn- 
wall, 214. Their Settlement bere, and by 


whom. V. p p p. 672 
T. White's Doctrine concerning the Pope's Per- 
ſonal Infallibility, IV. 61, 62 


* 


Whitgift, Archbiſhop of Canterbury, VI. 25, 


3 20, 32. 
Wilfrid, V. pp p. 678, 679. Refuſed Or- 
ders from the Scots, and Britiſh Biſhops, 
and why, 684. Was made Archbiſhop of 
York, and afterwards Depoſed, 678, 679. 

| III. 770 
King William's Title to the Crown, III. 968, 
969, 970, 971, 972, 973, 974, 975: His 
Uſage of King James, III. 996 
Will of God may be ſufficzently declared to Mev 
by Writing, V. 33. The written Will of 
God contains all things neceſſary to Salvation, 

| | 1bid. 
Will of Man. St. Auguſtine's Do@rine con- 
cerning its Liberty, III. 124 
Wincheſter, ancient hy called Cair Guent, III. 


90 

Winfrid, Biſhop of the Mercians, depoſed, Ill. 
0 

| III. ro 

Woden, the Chief God of the Saxons, former- 
ly one of their Kings, V. ppp. 671 
Worceſter, called anciently Cair Guiragon, or 
Guarangon, or Cair Wrangon, III. 910 


World, not made by chance, II. 35. Nor out 
of Pre- exiſtent Matter, I. 277, 278, 280, 
281, II. 14, 15. But Created by God, I. 
265, 266, 267, 268, 269, 270. The Opi- 
mons of the Philoſophers in this reſpe@, 279 

2 


be Atomical Hypotheſis of the world's 
Production, 282, 283. Proved to be preca- 


rious, 283. Becauſe they have no Proof of 
their Atoms, 284, 285, 286. Nor of the 


Motion ſuppoſed in them, 286, 287, 288. 
Nor of the Concretion of Bodies by ſuch Moti- 
on, 288, 289, 290. It is alſo inſufficient 
and unſatisfactory, 290, 291, 292, 293. Des 
Cartes's Hypotheſis of the Origin of the 
World conſidered, 294, 295, 296. World 
believed to be the Work of God, by the Wiſeſt 
and Beſt amongſt the Heathens, II. 59. How 
its Eternity came to be aſſerted, I. 270, 271. 
The falſity of the Arguments brought for it, 
271, 272, 273, 274, 275, 276, 277. How 
Feopled till the Flood, 333, 334, 335, 236. 
How after it, 346, &c. Some Remainders 
of its ancient Hiſtory were preſerved, in the ſe- 
veral Nations after their Diſperſion, 360. How 


theſe came to be corrupted, 361, 365, 366, 


367, 368 

Worſhip. See Hoſt, Images, Incenſe , 
Nature, Prayer, Relicks, Saints, Vir- 
in. What, V. ppp. 341, 342. Di- 
ſtinguiſhed from Honour, ibid. VI. 71, 72, 
3. God alone to be Worſhipped, V. 68. 

1 all Acts of Worſhip three things to be con- 
ſidered, p p p. 369. Worſhip of God. See 


Church-Government, Laws, and Nature. | 


| 


The Modes and Circumſtances of it, left un- 
determined by the Goſpel, II. 266, 267 
What meant by a Subſtantial Part of it, 622, 
623. The Marks of Difference between In- 
nocent Ceremonies, and Superſiitious Parts 
of Divine Worſhip, 623, 624, 627, 628. 
Divine Worſhip, what, V. p Pp p- 343, 344. 
VI. 66, Ic 6, 107, 619, 621. Not to be given 
to a Creature, V. 56, 57, 58, 59. PPP- 
387, 388. VI. 107. Some external Ads of 
Worſhip are peculiar to God, V. pp p. 352. 
VI. 155, 159, 160, 161. What they be, 


160. How diſtinguiſhed from Acts of an 


Iiferiouwr Worſhip, 166, 167, 168. Tho. 
Aquinas teaches, that the ſame Worſhip be- 
longs to Chriſt, and to bis Image, V. p pp. 
569. Divine Publick Worſhp, what, V. 


of the Principal Matters, 


21. Net to be meaſured by the Intentions of 
Men, againſt the declared Will of God, ibid- 
The Divine Law the Rule of it, 22. Worſhip 
Religious and Civil diſtinguiſhed, Pp pP- 
344, 345. How the Church of Rome falls 
ſhort of the Heathens, 250, 351. What 
rs ow far which God has appropri- 
atea to himſelſ. 352, 353, 354, 6. 
The Senſe. of the Fathers, of he Nate of 
Divine Worſhip, 384, 385. An account of 
the Principles of Divine Morſbip among the 
Heathens, from their own Writers, 428, 
429, 430, 431. Worſhip of Deified Men, 
432. In external Acts of Worſhip, the Ob- 
Jef of Worſhip is to beconfidered, 517. And 
the local Circumſtances of expreſing that I or- 
Hip towards that Object, 518 


| X. 
Ye Wechius no Friend to Romiſh Miracles, 

; V. pp. 260, 261 
Navliere (Francis) his Aliracles, V. p p. 


: 7 #36, 239 
Xavier (Jerome) framed a Goſpel of his own, 


V. pp. 236, 23 
Xiſuthrus, 85 7365 


* 
* ars very different among t 


York, ancientiy the Chief Seat 
in Britain, 


be Heat hens, I. 


45, 46, 47, 48 
of the Emperor 
III. 121 


Z. 


Abij, 5 1. 27, 2 
Zanchy's Opinion concerning the Ni 
Right of Epiſcopacy, II. 405, 406. 


concerning Separation on account of indiffere 


Ceremonys, 553, 554 
Zenobia, | | 441 
Zone. The Torrid Zone not only habitable but 

pleaſant, 


II. 89, 90 


car wi oe n 


